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'.CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. WittiAm. OxEnHAM Hawiaty, solicitor (of the firm of ; 
Gray’s-inn, has. 
been appointed Chie: Olerk in succession to Mr. Epwarp DANIEL 
MELtor, deceased. Mr. Hewxerr was admitted i in Easter Term, 
1870, and last year acted as substitute for Mr. Rawxinson, Chief. 
Clerk to Mr. Justice Norru, during his absence from illness, 
We believe that the appointment is a very good one. 





Ir 1s uNDERSTOoD that among the Government proposals for 
legislation in the ensuing session will be one for consolidating 
certain Acts relating to the Supreme Court of Judicature other 
than the Judicature Acts proper. The Acts referred to, which’ 
number more than fifty. ibe the qualifications, duties, 
salaries, an a an judges ges and officers, and other matters 
relating to courts and their officers. The proposal is to 
repeal and re-enact these provisions in'a comparatively short 
Act. We believe that, while vested rights are preserved, the 
period for retirement will be definitely fixed in many cases at an’ 
earlier date than at present. 





WE REGRET to announce the death of Mr. Joun Srewart, the 
Taxing Master in Lunacy. As a co ndent elsewhere ex- 
plains, besides the work of taxation, Mr. Stewart undertook the 
registrar’s work in court and took charge of the accounts. We 
hope that steps will be taken by the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society to secure the appointment of a member of the legal 
al ane of a certain stan stenting “in “his ” seer Owing to the 
arge amount of work performed by Mr. Srewarr, it is essential 
that a successor should be eppoiabed without delay, and if any 
steps are to be taken to prevent .the appointment of an un- 


qualified person, it is imperative that they should be ‘taken at. 


‘|once.” Under the Lunacy Rules, 1890, the Lord Chancellor 


has pewer to appoint anyone he pleases, as no qualification is 
prescribed. 





WE prixt elsewhere the orders for transfer of Lord Justice 
Kay’s causes and matters to Mr. Justice Kexewrcn, and of the 
latter learned judge’s*causes to Mr. Justice Romer. It will be 
gathered from the orders that Mr. Justice Kexewicn, succeeding 
to the work of Lord Justice Kay, will have under him the Chief 
Clerks formerly attached to the latter judge, and that Mr. Jus- 
tice Romer, who succeeds to the work of Mr. Justice Kexewicu 
(except Liverpool and Manchester business), will be provided with 
work by means of transfers from the lists of the other judges of 
the Chancery Division. Mr. Justice Kexewicu has announced 
that for the present the Manchester and Liverpool business will 
be retained in his court, but instead of the Lancashire motions 
being taken on Saturday, they will be taken with the ordinary 
motions on Fridays ; and that after the 30th of November he will 
sit‘on Monday in each week in chambers. 





In AN aArrticLE on “ The New Position of the County Courts” 
(ante, p. 4) we directed public attention to the large and 
increasing number of remitted causes annually disposed of by 
the metropolitan county court judges, and, while advocating the 
more generous treatment, at the hands of Parliament, of all 
county court judges, we ventured also to suggest that, at all 
events, those who preside over the metropolitan courts have a 

ial claim to an increase of their salaries, and should, like 

e metropolitan police magistrates, receive larger salaries ‘than 
their provincial brethren. The letter of a very able and well- 
bees “Provinciai Judge of ‘County Courts,” which subse-* 
quently a in our_columns (anfe, p. 22), gives expression 
to a doubt whether, in fairness, any distinction could be drawn, 
tropolitan and provincial judges. We readily 
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admit that our correspondent makes out a strong case on behalf 
of the larger provincial county courts (in many of which a great 
number of admiralty actions and bankruptcy cases are disposed 
of) to be treated on the same footing as the metropolitan county 
coe sotees. At the same time, we do not agree with him in 
thinking that either the number of days on which a particular 
judge sat, or the number of plaints entered in a county court, con- 
stitutes an accurate or satisfactory test of judicial labour. Thus, 
the number of days on which a judge may have sat affords no 
real indication of the length of each sitting, which must obviously 
depend, more or less, on the character and habits of the judge 
himself, and also upon the requirements of the circuit over which 
he presides. Still less, it is submitted, can the number of 
laints entered be accepted as a true test of judicial labour. 
For, generally speaking, a large number of the plaints entered, 
in provincial courts, at all events, consist of what are com- 
monly termed “tally cases”—that is to say, undisputed debts 
due to small general dealers, which cases are usually disposed 
of by the county court registrars before the judge takes his 
seat upon the bench. On the other hand, it is suggested that the 
on in which the remitted causes are disposed of by the 
various county courts does certainly afford a very fair test of 
judicial labour, as such causes represent High Court work 
of a contentious character, which, as a general rule, is more 
difficult and responsible than ordinary county court business. 
Upon the whole we are inclined to agree with “A Provincial 
Judge of County Courts” in thinking that the judges of the 
provincial courts should be remunerated upon the same 
le as the metropolitan judges, though we still maintain the 
position that a// county court judges are not entitled to be so 
treated. In this connection we may mention that Mr. Norwoon’s 
County Court Bill provided for an increase of salaries to twenty 
county court judges only, which is in accordance with the view 
we have ventured to express. It is true that the Parliamentary 
Committee of 1875 recommended the adoption of a uniform in- 
crease of salaries to county court judges. But since 1875 
great changes have taken place in our county court system, and 
it has now become only too evident that the amount of heavy 
judicial work devolving upon the metropolitan and larger pro- 
vineial county courts is proportionally so much gre1'r than that 
which the remaining county courts have to bear as to fully 
justify, and even demand, special recognition at the hands of 
Parliament whenever it is again proposed to increase the 
jadicial salaries. This opinion ought not, we think, to give rise 
to irritation on the part of the judges of the smaller county 
courts, in view of the fact that all of them are eligible to pre- 
side over the larger courts when vacancies arise, and that such 
vacancies would naturally, in the ordinary course of events, be 
filled up from amongst the occupants of the provincial county 
court bench. 





_ Ov reapers would notice the decision of Mr. Justice Noxtn 
im the case of The Earl of Aylesford y. Earl Poulett (reported 
ante, p. 38) upon a point of some importance in connection 
with rule 10 in Part I. of Schedule I. to the Solicitors’ Remunera- 
tion Order. That rule provides that the scale as to mortgages 
“is to apply to transfers of mortgages where the title is investi- 
gated, bat not to transfers where the title was investigated by 
the same solicitor on the original mortgage or in any previous 
transfer ; and it is not to apply to further charges, where the 
title has been so previously investigated. As to such transfers 
and further charges, the remuneration is to be regulated accord- 
ing to the present system as altered by Schedule II. hereto.” In 
the case referred to the tenant for life of settled estates had 
ereated a number of mortgages of his life interest for sums 
amounting in the whole to £192,000, and these mortgages had 
all become vested in the trustees of an insurance company. A 
private Act of Parliament was passed to enable the trustees of 
the settlement to raise money for the purpose of paying the 
debts of the tenant for life; and this Act empowered the trustees 
to mortgage the scttled estates in fee to the extent of £350,000. 
In the exercise of this power the trustees of the settlement mort- 
gaged part of the settled estates in fee to the trustees of the same 
InsETAnes on ny, to secure a sum of £232,000. The mortgage 
deed ons a recital that all the charges on the life estate had 
been satisfied and released, and the deed was expressed to be made 





in consideration of the sum of £232,000 “now. paid” by the 
mortgagees to the trustees of the settlement. The charges on 
the life estate were released by a separate deed. Out of the 
£232,000 the insurance company in fact retained the sum of 
£192,000, in satisfaction of the charges on the life interest, and 
the balance of £40,000 only was paid to the trustees of the 
settlement. After the death of the tenant for life an action was 
brought by the next tenant for life against the trustees, for an 
account of moneys come to the hands of the defendants as 
trustees for the purposes of the Act or of the settlement, and of 
the application of those moneys, and an order was made to take 
the accounts of the defendants accordingly. In the taking of 
these accounts in chambers the defendants claimed to be allowed 
as one of their payments a bill of costs of the solicitors of the 
insurance company in relation to the mortgage for £232,000. 
The chief clerk requested the taxing master to tax and settle the 
bill, and the question arose upon the taxation, whether the 
solicitors were entitled to the scale fee of £450 corresponding to 
a mortgage for £232,000. It was contended that they were, on 
the ground that the mortgage was a new and independent 
transaction, the security being, not the life interest, as in the 
previous mortgages, but the fee. The taxing master held that 
the solicitors were not entitled to any scale fee, and that they were 
only entitled to their proper charges under Schedule II. He said 
that they had already been paid for investigating the title on the 
occasion of the mortgage for £192,000, and that the present 
transaction was really a further advance of £40,000. Mr. 
Justice Norru upheld the view of the taxing master. He was 
of opinion that the transaction was really a further charge, and 
that in substance the title had been previously investigated, and 
that it could not, by reason of the fact that it was necessary to 
look at the pravisions of the private Act, be said that there was 
a fresh investigation of title. The case will serve to shew that 
in a matter of this kind the court will have regard to the sub- 
stance of the transaction, and will not feel itself bound by the 
form in which it is carried out. Still, we cannot help thinking 
that the decision is a very strong one, and that another judge 
might well have come to a different conclusion. 





A GREAT DEAL has been written about section 5 of the 
Judicature Act, 1890, as to costs. Some writers and speakers 
have regarded the section as an enactment of tremendous import. 
Others (including ourselves) have considered that it effects no 
real change in the law. We are glad to to give the opinion on 
this point of an experienced and able official correspondent, who 
has been carefully considering the question. He writes to 
assure us that the section is absolutely devoid of any meaning 
whatever. He says: “By B.S. C., ord. 65, r. 1, it is provided 
that, ‘subject to the [Judicature] Acts and these rules, the costs 
of and incident to all proceedings in the Supreme Court ‘ 
shall be in the discretion of the court or judge.’ This provision 
is subject to the two provisoes which follow. One of these 
preserves the right of an executor, administrator, trustee, or 
mortgagee to his costs of proceedings properly instituted, accord- 
ing to the rules of the Chancery Division. The other provides 
that, where an action or issue is tried with a jury, the costs 
shall follow the event, unless the court shall ‘for good cause’ 
otherwise order. In Garnett vy. Bradley the House of Lords 
decided that the combined effect of this rule and of section 33 of 
the Judicature Act, 1875, was to repeal certain previously- 
existing vial enactments as to costs: ¢.g., 21 Jac. 1, . 16, 
8. 6, whie ovided that, where a plaintiff in an action of 
slander failed to recover more than forty shillings damages, he 
should not have more costs than damages. Here, then, we have 
ord, 65, r. 1, so rapa certain special statutes dealing with costs. 
Now let us look at section 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890, which 
is as follows :-— 

“ ‘Subject to the Supreme Court of Judicature Acts and the Rules of 
Court made thereunder, and to the express provisions of any statute, whether 
passed before or after the commencement of this Act, the costa of and incident to 
all proceedings in the Supreme Court, including administration of extates and 
trusts, shall be in the discretion of the court or judge, and the court or 


judge shall have full power to determine by whom and to what extent such 
conte are to be paid.’ 


If the section has any meaning at all, it must be contained in the 
words I have italicized, because the rest is not new. First, then, 
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dothe words ‘subject . . . to the express provisions of any statute’ 
revive those special statutes held to have been repealed by the 
effect of ord. 65, r.1? Clearly not. The whole section is ex- 
pressly made subject to the Rules of Court, and therefore to ord. 
65, r. 1. Consequently, it can neither alter that rule nor weaken 
the influence assigned to it by the House of Lords in Garnett v. 
Bradley. Then, again, do the words ‘ including administration of 
estates and trusts’ override the proviso contained in ord. 65, r. 1, 
as to the right of an executor, administrator, &c., to his costs? 
Again I say, clearly not. The proviso is part of the rule, 
and the section, being subject to the rule, cannot repeal any 
part of it. I am_therefore driven to the conclusion that this 
section 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890, has no meaning what- 
ever.” 


On THIS SUBJECT, another co ndent has been investigating 
the origin of the section (5) of the Judicature Act, 1890, which has 
caused so much perplexity to lawyers. He finds that it was not 
in the original Bill. ‘‘ The Bill left the House of Commons un- 
trammeled with this section. It is not to be found even in the 
Bill as amended by the Standing Committee of the House of 
Lords. It was an amendment moved by the Lord Chancellor on 
the third reading in the House of Lords. There seems to have 
been no debate on the clause; it was accepted nem. con. appa- 
rently by both Houses. No one quite knows yet what the sec- 
tion means, unless, perhaps, the Lord Chancellor holds the key 
to the mystery.” 





Tux case or Shepherd v. Berger (ante, p. 25) requires very 
careful consideration. An ejectment had been brought on a 
proviso for re-entry in a lease in case a quarter’s rent, or part 
thereof, should be in arrear for twenty-one days “and no 
sufficient distress could be had or levied for the same.” Rent 
being in arrear on the 25th of March, the landlord distrained 
in April, but the distress did not realize enough to satisfy the 
arrears. The landlord having brought ejectment in May, it 
was contended for the tenant, on the wilt tueas doctrine of 
Ward v. Day (11 W. R. 948, 12 W. R. 829) that a distress 
affirms a tenancy continuing up to the day of its date, and that 
the forfeiture had been waived. The Recorder of London held 
that this contention was of no avail, and gave judgment for 
the landlord, but Day and Lawrance, JJ., have reversed this 
judgment on appeal. Now, Brewer v. Eaton (3 Dougl. 230) is 
no doubt a strong authority for the landlord. It was there held 
that in an ejectment for non-payment of rent, under 4 Geo. 4, 
c. 28, s. 2 (the words of which, so far as material, are precisely 
similar to those of the unrepealed section 210 of the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1852), there is no waiver by an insufficient 
distress for such rent, on the ground that the statute gives the 
right to re-enter without the common law formalities in case it 
be proved that no sufficient distress was found on the premises. 
“The distress,” said Lord Mansrretp, “affords no presumption 
that the landlord has waived the forfeiture, because, as the 
statute requires the landlord to prove on the trial that no 
sufficient distress was to be found on the premises countervailing 
the arrears due, he has distrained in order to ——— the title 
given him by the statute.” Is there any distinction 
between the two cases? As Brewer v. Haton arose under 
a statute, and as the words of that statute are a little 
stronger than the words in the lease in Shepherd v. Berger, 
there are two slight distinctions. But we think these dis- 
tinctions are not sufficient, and that Brewer v. Haton must 
be deemed to be overruled, unless a Court of Appeal 
should see fit to prefer it to Shepherd v. Berger. In point of 
principle, we incline to think Brewer vy. Haton is wrong. The 
words of the statute are ambiguous, and in order to save a 
forfeiture ought, we think, to be construed in favour of the 
tenant. Both upon the construction of leases and the 210th 
section of the Common Law Procedure Act the decision in 
Shepherd v. Berger is a very important one, end the question is 
not unlikely to reour before very long. 


Has rere Nor boon rather too much of late of the congratu- | 


latory oration business in the courts? Lord Justice Kay was 





allowed to take his seat in the Court of Appeal without any 
address from the bar, but he could not escape from his own 
court without this infliction. Mr. Justice Kexewicn has been 
solemnly congratulated in court on ceasing to be the “‘ journey- 
man judge” and getting chambers. . Justice Romer ‘has 
undergone a peculiarly severe ordeal; the address in his case 
being framed in the stateliest style of last-century oratory, and 
garnished with a Latin quotation, which spoke of his “return” 
to a certain place—presumably Mr. Justice Currry’s court. 
After this flight, the learned judge’s reply, expressed in modern 
English, and destitute of any extract from the classics, naturally 
came somewhat flat. It seems probable that even the 
orations above referred to can hardly t the whole which 
have been or may be delivered. For instance, it will be admitted 
that it is a fitting occasion for co ion when a pai 
attack of gout leaves a learned judge. We have much 
in presenting a draft report of an address on this occasion :— 

‘* There was a large attendance of the bar this morning on the event of 
Mr. Justice ing the 


of the court, addressed his lordship as follows :— 

‘*“ My Lord,—Will your lordship allow me, before the is called, to 
addyess to you, on behalf of m: l eaer aciioen, eal eotee x 
words of congratulation on the lowering eR a coerce ge SR 
career of swelling, adorned with woolly material in nature of " 
has been gracefully crowned with restoration to ordinary dimensions. 
“Blushing honours” have given place to the ing hue of an un- 
afflicted limb. My lord, we welcome back your to 
bench—now doubly your own since it is occupied by two judicial 
And we assure you of our loyal co-operation in avoiding any trampling on 
your pedal digits. May their tenure of the bench not be either of the 
briefest or of the least happy! May it never again be 

** * Velut aegri somnia, vanae 
Fingentur species, ut nec pes nec caput uni 
Reddatur formae.’ ’’ 











SOME DEFECTS AND PECULIARITIES OF THE 
ARBITRATION _ AND RULES. 


Tr cannot fail to be a source of regret to all those whose duty 
throws upon them the task of giving effect, in a greater or less 
degree, to the Arbitration Act and Rules that the authorities 
who are responsible for the terms of the Act, and for the rules 
issued under it, should have missed the opportunity presented to 
them of removing certain peculiarities and remedying certain 
defects which existed in the previous enactments as to arbitra- 
tion. That such an op ity has been missed there can be 
no manner of doubt, and the fact is all the more to be regretted 
because the main provisions of the new Act and the general 
intention of the Rules of Court applying to it are so simple and 
effective that the minor defects of the one and the other stand 
out more clearly now than they did before the Act of 1889 was 


With the sole exception of the new ne as to arbitra- 
tions by agreement out of court, the Arbitration Act is purely a 
consolidating Act. It repeals the previous enactments as to 


more concise form, and in clear and simple terms. Indeed, 
with the one or two exceptions referred to below, it is not easy 
to find fault with the Arbitration Act. But before it was 


rovisions designed to give to the previously existing 
-setoneeeet as as arbitration which the Arbitration Act repealed, 
and, before applying those rules to the new Act, common 
dence, one would have t, might have suggested a 
orough revision of them, with j 
into a complete embodiment in detail of the intention of the 
Act. Instead of which, those rules, passed to give effect to 
previous scattered provisions, have been —_— 
consolidating Act without regard to the 
contains some new provisions to which the — 
inapplicable, or that those rules contained de: of a minor 
kind which have obscured their meaning and hindered their 
working under the old scattered provisions as to arbitration, 
and which, left as they are, cannot fail to continue their effect 
of obscuration and hindrance under the new consolidated 
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—— We have said that the defects referred to are 
efects of detail. They are not, on that account, to be regarded 
as unworthy of attention and remedy. Procedure regulations 
without adequate provision for details are like law without 
ice. The point at which detail is necessarily touched, as in 
ules of Court, is the point at which practical procedure com- 
mences, If, therefore, the Rules of Court dealing with any 
branch of procedure are vitiated by practical inaccuracies or 
misleading obscurities in matters of detail, the path of the 
practitioner is rendered thorny by unnecessary difficulties, and 
the litigant is mulcted in unnecessary costs. We make, there- 
fore, no apology for treating, in some instances, of defects of 
detail in the provisions as to arbitration contained in the Act 
and rules. These defects may easily, and, we hope, will 
promptly, be removed. 

It would not be easy to find a better illustration of a lost 
opportunity than that which is furnished by the fact that 
sections 5 and 6 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, were passed in 
the precise terms in which they now exist. These sections are a 
re-enactment pure and simple of the terms of sections 12 and 13 
of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854. The sole difference 
is that they are divided into paragraphs, or sub-sections, and 
are thereby somewhat simplified. The general purpose of these 
sections is obvious on the face of them. They are intended to 
provide for possible contingencies which may occur in case 
either party to a submission, who has thereby agreed to refer 
all matters in dispute to arbitration, should, when the point of 
actually submitting the issue is reached, either refuse or neglect 
to . They do, in fact, provide for most contingencies of 
the kind which would be likely to happen in the ordinary course 
of events, and it is important to observe that a striking feature 
of them is that they enable the court to exercise its power to 
prevent the recalcitrant party from causing the breakdown of 


the “eer 

us (1) if the agreement is to refer to arbitration simply, 
without ifying the manner of the arbitration, the reference 
is deemed to be made to a single arbitrator (schedule I. (a)). 

(2) Where the reference is thus, or otherwise by agreement, 
made to a single arbitrator, and the parties do not concur in the 
appointment of the arbitrator, the party willing to proceed may, 
on the persistence of the other party in his refusal to proceed, 
invoke the aid of the court, which may thereupon appoint the 
arbitrator (section 5 (a)). 

(3) If an appointed arbitrator dies, or refuses, or is incapable 
of acting, the parties do not supply the vacancy, the court 
may do so (section 5 (4)). 

(4) If the reference is to two arbitrators, they may appoint 
an umpire, whether the submission provides for such appoint- 
ment or not (schedule I. (5)). 

(5) If the umpire or third arbitrator is not appointed, the 
court may appoint him (section 5 (c)). 

(6) If an umpire or third arbitrator dies, or refuses, or is 
incapable of acting, and the vacancy is not supplied, the court 
may oa a new umpire or third arbitrator (section 5 (d)). 

(7) If the submission agrees to refer to two arbitrators, and 
one of the parties refuses to appoint his arbitrator, the other 
party may, by notice, appoint his arbitrator sole arbitrator 
(section 6 (5)). 

(8) —— of ~ two arbitrators dies, or refuses, or is 
incapab acting, the pa appointing him may appoint 
another in his place. If he fail to tio this, the other paslyr lie, 
rg appoint the surviving arbitrator sole arbitrator (section 

\2)s fie 

It will be seen that these are specific provisions, without any 
general covering provision to guard against possible contin- 
gencies not therein provided for, and it is a matter of regret 
that some such a provision was not added to them when 
— incorporated into the present Act. Such an addition 

well have been made without violating in the slightest 
degree the "scp at on which these sections are based. The 
it received striking illustration in a case recently 

ided by the Court of A to which we are about to refer. 
doing #0, however, it may be as well to state shortly 
what appears to be the — which governs the terms of the 
above-mentione| sections. ey establish a system of giving to 
parties agreeing to submit to arbitration the assistance of the 


ii 





court as against each other, without the application by the court 
of personal compulsion on any ate They do not empower the 
court to compel a party to a submission to carry out his part of 
the arrangement to refer, but in certain contingencies they 
empower the party willing to proceed to do so without the con- 
currence or assistance of the reluctant party, and thereby they 
place the latter at such a disadvantage that it is against his 
interests to persist in his refusal. In certain other contingencies, 
where this plan is not applicable, power is given to the court to 
perform the necessary act (¢g., appointing an arbitrator) 
which the recalcitrant party refuses to perform. 

In the case to which we have referred—viz., Re Smith and 
Nelson’s Arbitration, 34 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 637—the sub- 
mission agreed to refer to three arbitrators, one to be ap- 
pointed by each party and the third by the two arbitrators so 
appointed. Here was a contingency just outside the above 
sections. If the reference had been either to one, or to two arbi- 
trators, or to two arbitrators and an umpire, the party willing to 
proceed could, with the assistance of the court, have gone on with 
the arbitration. But the trivial departure from the ordinary 
form of submission involved in agreeing to refer to three arbi- 
trators, rendered the submission absolutely unenforceable. Had 
a general provision been introduced into the Act to the effect that 
—‘* Wherever any party to a submission, being bound under 
such submission to appoint an arbirator, refuses or neglects to do 
so, the court may, on the application of the other party, after due 
notice given, appoint such arbitrator ”’—the addition would have 
been in complete harmony with the spirit and intention of the 
Act, and would undoubtedly have given an important finishing 
touch to that part of the Act to which we have referred. 

It may be urged in opposition to this suggestion that the 
Arbitration Act is merely a consolidating Act, and the introduc- 
tion of such new provision would have been contrary to its 
purpose. But this contention will not hold, because new provi- 
sions have been introduced, and one such new provision (numbered 
(1) above) is even intended to complete the set of provisions to 
which we have referred, and which were originally designed to 
prevent the breakdown of arbitration proceedings when once a 
submission had been entered into. Indeed, section 2 of the Act, 
together with the schedule to which it refers, and sections 7, 8, 
and 18, afford abundant evidence of the fact that the framers 
of the Act endeavoured to improve the consolidated enactments 
as to arbitration. And, moreover, a section of a general cover- 
ing nature was introduced into the Act, only it is not effective 
after the decision to which we have referred. Section 1 provides 
that a submission is to have the same effect in all respects os if it 
had been made an order of court, In Re Smith and Nelson’s Arbi- 
tration the Divisional Court considered that this section conferred 
jurisdiction on the court to order the party to the submission, 
refusing to do sv, to appoint his arbitrator. But this was over- 
ruled on appeal. Francis A. STRINGER. 





THE PARTNERSHIP ACT, 1890. 
IV, 
WE now proceed to discuss the last division of the Act, which, 
under the heading “ Dissolution of Partnership and its Conse- 
quences,” deals with questions arising on the winding up of a 
partnership business. 

Dissolution of partnership.—In sections 32—35 the Act enumer- 
ates the events which bring about a dissolution and the cases in 
which the court may decree a dissolution. Section 32 alludes to 
three different kinds of partnership—(a) partnership for a fixed 
term, (5) a joint adventure, (c) partnership at will. It may be 
wondered why there is no direct classification of partnership 
under these three heads in the earlier portion of the Ket. Such, 
however, is the case. A partnership, then, is dissolved—(q) ‘if 
entered into for a fixed term, by the expiration of that term.” 
A partnership of this kind is, however, often continued beyond 
the term, and when this is the case we find, by section 27, that 
the partnership is considered as continued on the old terms, as 
the inal note puts it, or, in the more formal words of the 
section itself, “the rights and duties of the partners remain the 
same as they were at the expiration of the term, so far as is 
consistent with the incidents of a partnership at will.” An 
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example of this kind occurred quite recently in the case of 
Neilson -v. Mossend Iron Co. (1886) (11 App. Cas. 298), where 
Lord Sznporne says: ‘‘There is no doubt about the law that 
when there is a partnership for a term of years, and it is after- 
wards, after the expiration of the term, continued at will, the 
rule, in the absence of contract to the contrary, is that it may be 
presumed that the new business is carried on upon the old terms 
as far as they are applicable to it, and only so far.” At the 
expiration of a fixed term there is, then, a dissolution, unless by 
continuance such partnership becomes converted into a partner- 
ship at will. (4) ‘“‘If entered into for a single adventure or 
undertaking, by the termination of that adventure or under- 
taking.” No other reference to this kind of partnership is con- 
tained in the Act, and, as has already been observed, a “joint 
adventure’? hardly seems to come within the meaning of a 
“partnership ” as defined by this Act. (c) “If entered into for 
an undefined time, by any partner giving notice to the other or 
others of his intention to dissolve the partnership.” It is diffi- 
cult to see any difference’in substance between this portion of 
section 32 and sub-section (1) of section 26, which is as follows : 

26 (1). ‘* Where no fixed term has been agreed upon for the duration of 
the partnership, any partner may determine the partnership at any time 
on giving notice of his intention so to do to all the other partners.”’ 

With respect to section 33, which provides (sub-section (1) ) 
that, ‘“‘subject to any agreement between the partners, every 
partnership is dissolved as regards al/ the partners by the death 
or bankruptcy of any partner,” it is evidently left to be inferred 
that as between the deceased or bankrupt partner and his 
other partners a dissolution is effected in spite of any agreement 
to the contrary. Now, at any rate in the case of bankruptcy, 
this is not so obvious but that it might have been pets ta 
enacted. By section 34 a partnership which becomes illegal is 
thereby dissolved. 

The cases in which the court may decree a dissolution are 
summed up in section 35. This section, as might be expected, 
by no means establishes an exhaustive system of rules for the 
guidance of the court in every case which may arise. Such an 
attempt would no doubt have been useless. It merely selects 
from the mass of judicial decisions a few of the simpler 
elements of which, in many cases, the grounds of these decisions 
are composed. Necessarily, therefore, many cases will arise 
which will not be entirely covered by the section, and, although 
in itself correct, it is not unlikely to be fruitful in litigation. It 
contains six classes of cases which justify the interference of 
the court, some of which are difficult to condense into a word or 
phrase, but may roughly be enumerated as follows :—(a) Mental 
incompetence—e.g., lunacy; (6) physical incompetence—e.g., 
paralysis ; (¢) gross misconduct; (d@) impracticability of any 
partner other than the partner seeking a dissolution ; (¢) “‘ when 
the business of the partnership can only be carried on at a 
loss”; (f) ‘“*whenever any circumstances have arisen which, 
in the opinion of the court, render it just and equitable that the 
partnership be dissolved.” Upon all, except perhaps the first 
two of these headings, it is not difficult to imagine the numerous 
arguments to which each may give rise; and it may be doubted 
whether reference to past decisions has been rendered any the 
less necessary by this section. On the other hand, it fixes the 
main grounds 7 which the court has generally acted. With 
reference to the last heading, we notice a similarity in langu 
between this heading and sub-section 5 of section 79 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, by which a company may be wound up by 
the court ‘whenever the court is of opinion that it is just and 
equitable that the company should be wound up,” which words, 
it is settled, only relate to matters of the same kind as the 
previous heads. It is to be hoped that so narrow a construction 
_ not be placed on the words in the Act before us, which seem 
rather to provide for cases which even the all-seeing eye of the 
Legislature may have overlooked. 

The Act having thus examined the causes of dissolution, pro- 
ceeds to inquire how far the liability of any partner may con- 
tinue on the ground that the creditors are unaware that any 
dissolution has taken place. The 36th section, therefore, deals 
with such questions as what notice of dissolution is sufficient (@) 
to creditors generally, (+) to customers of the firm. In the case 
of a partner who dies or becomes bankrupt, no notice at all is 
apparently necessary, but in the caso of bankruptcy the co- 


partner of a bankrupt may render himself liable for the acts of 
the bankrupt if he has, ‘after the gr, a represented him- 
self, or knowingly suffered himself to represented, as @ 
partner of the b pt” (see section 38). That express notice 
of death or bankruptcy is not necessary even to customers of the 
firm might perhaps have been expressly stated in the Act, but 
may sufficiently appear from sub-section (3) of section 36, which 
is as follows :— ; 


‘* The estate of a who dies, ane Seenes Sioa 2 = S 


partner who, not having been known to dealing with the firm 
to be a partner, retires from the firm, is not liable for partnership debts 
—- after the date of the death, bankruptcy, or retirement respec- 
tively.” 

Passing over the position of the deceased or partner, 
which ae been sufficiently discussed, we notice win ate sub-sec- 
tion a distinct allusion to that somewhat anomalous character 
the dormant or secret partner. It thus appears that he must, to 
render express notice of his retirement unnecessary, have been 
not only inactive, but have succeeded in concealing his identity 
as partner. Provided that he has done so, it is only fair that 
on his retirement his liability should cease. The danger, of 
course, is that he may not be aware whether any particular 
creditor of the firm has, or has not, knowledge that he is in fact 
a partner. 

Premium.—Difficult questions as to the return of the whole or 
part of a premium which has been paid often arise when a er- 
ship has been prematurely dissolved. By section 40 “ the court 
may order the repayment of the premium or of such part thereof 
as it thinks just.” There are some limitations in the section, but 
such questions are by the Act practically left to the discretion of 
the court, in accordance with numerous decisions. It may be 
observed that the section is not confined to eases where dissolu- 
tion is being decreed by the court, but to all cases ‘‘ where the 
partnership is dissolved before the iration of that term 
otherwise than by death.” The court no jurisdiction to 
order a return of premium in the two following cases :—where 

(a) ‘the dissolution is, in the judgment of the court, wholly or chiefly 
due to the misconduct of eee ang yr 2 amar ys i 

(6) ‘‘ the partnership has been dissolved by an agreement containing no 


provision for a return of any part of the premium 


The following section (section 41) examines the rights of any 
partner who has obtained dissolution on the ground of fraud or 
misrepresentation, — enacts that any such partner a ponnoas 
to be repaid out of the partnership property “any sum of money 

id ty bien fer tha-quenieanidl a hescintbe partnership, and 
for any capital contributed by him,” and, further, that he is 
entitled to an indemnity against all liability from “‘ the 
person guilty of the fraud or making the representation.” 

Retiring or deceased partner —Lord Justice Lrxpiey says: 
“Upon the retirement, bankruptcy, or death of a partner, it 
often happens that the continuing or surviving partner carries 
on the partnership business without coming to any settlement of 
the partnership accounts and without paying out the share of 
the late rtner. When this is done questions of great ——y 
arise.” ith some of these questions sections 42 and 43 deal. 
It was already settled that in such cases (apart from agreement 
to the contrary) the late partner or those who represent him 
were entitled to charge the continuing or surviving partner with 
the profits actually made, or interest at five cent., and no 
alteration is therefore made by sub-section (1) of section 42. 
Sub-section (2) gives an example of an agreement to the con- 
trary, and the whole section in effect enacts the principles laid 
down by the late Lord Chancellor Cams in Fyse v. Foster (L. RB. 
7 H. L, 318). 

In the concluding sections of the Act there is a saving 
clause whereby “the rules of equity and of common law 


— to partnership shall continue in force so far as 
ey are inconsistent with the express provisions of this Act” 


ep gery a clause which points to the conclusion that the 
ct is not intended to em all the existing law of partner 
ship. The present Act clearly does not do more than put into 
statutory form some of the more elementary thoughts which con- 
tribute to answer the still unanswered question, ‘‘ What is a 


partnership ?” : 
Before closi the remarks suggested by a survey, necessarily 
e whole Act, it might have been appropriate to 
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have considered the effects which mere codification, of which 
this Act is a specimen, may have upon the development of our 
‘law as a living and moving body. Whatever these effects may 
be, let us hope that in the prevalent anxiety to clothe it in the 
statutory garb of legislative authority we may not deaden the 
spirit and check the growth. There is less risk of this if future 
codes are as carefully drawn as the present Act to declare and 
amend the Law of Partnership. 








REVIEWS. 
PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


A TREATISE ON PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAW, WITH PRINCIPAL 
REFERENCE TO ITS PRACTICE IN ENGLAND. THIRD EpiTion. By 
JOHN WESTLAKE, Q.C., LL.D. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


According to the practice of the English courts, the works of a 
living author are not allowed to be cited as authorities. Were it not for 
the existence of this rule, Mr. Westlake’s book would have been con- 
sidered as a binding authority on most of the questions discussed in it. 
We shall, therefore, not state its contents, they are too well known to 
our readers to require statement; we shall confine ourselves to 
pointing out some of the propositions contained in it, which ought, 
in our opinion, to have received further discussion, or which, as laid 
down by the author, may perhaps be open to question. 

The introductory chapter contains a disquisition on international 
law. We do not think that the author has brought out with sufficient 
clearness the fact that private international law adminisicred by the 
courts of any country is part of the law of that country (see un article 
by Professor Dicey, 6 Law Quarterly Review, 1). There is a broad 
distinction between public and private international law. There is 
no method of enforcing public international law, or of punishing its 
breach except by force of arms. On the other hand, a tribunal which 

— ivate international law has the same powers of enforc- 
ing it, unishing a breach of it, as it has of enforcing and punishi 
a breach of any other law that it administers. sap dove gprmree 
to halt between two opinions. He says (p. 4), “‘ national and inter- 
national laws may be ted as divisions of the field of human 
law, without disrespect to Pa who have contended that the latter 
division would better be called positive international morality.” ‘In 
the field thus mapped out, the place of private international law is in 
the division of national law.” It is difficult to reconcile these two 
statements; probably where the author uses the phrase “‘ international 
law ” he means public international law, and if this is the case, the 
two statements e consistent. 


domicile is that in which, at the time of marriage, the 

consorts expect and intend to live together.” He cites no authori- 

there are many (Story, Conflict of Laws, ss. 191—199; 

, Les Codes Annotés, Note to Code Napoleon, art. 1387; 

Colliss v. Hector, L. R. 19 Eq. 334). See also the very curious 

Bourgoise case discussed 6 Law Quarterly Review, 379. Again, at p. 

55, where he says “It is oe to the validity of a marriage 

that the lex loci actus be sati so far as the forms or 

ies,” he contents himself with citing English authorities only 

View, 30). of the foreign authorities collected 5 Law Quarterly Re- 
view, 

In laying down (p. 59) that ‘‘ when, by his personal law a party cannot 
marry ut a certain consent, the want of such con- 
sent will invalidate a iage by him notwithstanding that it satis- 

: the aiken ldly from Steele v. Braddell 

. 21), and though e mentions Sottomayor v. 
De Barros (3 P. D. 1), he does not notice that the unanimous opinion 
of the court, consisting of James, Baggallay, and Cotton, LJd. see 
pene seycrandisee soyee Pes Be Baigan Ww 

must be considered as part of ceremony of marriage, and not a 
matter affecting the personal capacity the parties to contract 
marriage.” But as the opinion of the court on this point was not 
necessary for the decision of the case, the question may perhaps be 
hardly considered as finally settled. 

i how far a guardian, other than a mother, can, accord- 

law, change the domicile of his ward is one which has 

been decided. Mr. Westlake says, at p. 301: “A guardian 
+ « cannot change his ward’s domicile except so far as he may 
permitted to do so by the terms of his appointment, or by the 
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question we have mentioned. The principal foreign authorities are 
collected in Potinger v. Wightman (3 Mer. Br) cited by Mr. Westlake. 
There is an obvious asa Sy supposing that the domicile of a 
minor necessarily follows t of hi ian. According to 
English law, a father can appoint a ian to his infant children by 
his will. The guardian may, at the time of the father’s death, and 
without his knowledge, have uired a foreign domicile, so that if 
the domicile of a minor is that of his guardian, the very fact of the 
father’s death would cause a change in the minor’s domicile, a some- 
what absurd conclusion. It will be observed that this absurdity does 
not follow from supposing that the domicile of a minor follows that 
of its mother, as the domicile of the mother is necessarily the same 
as that of the father at the time of his death. In the consideration 
of the question, we must remember, first, that an infant is not com- 
petent to his own domicile, and, secondly, that he has to 
reside wherever his guardian orders him. It ap tolerably clear, 
for the reason above mentioned, that the domicile of an infant does 
not necessarily follow that of-his ian. But, on the other hand, 
it by no means follows that, where an infant habitually lives with his 
ian as a member of his family, his domicile may not become 
that of his ian. While it would be, absurd to suppose that a 
domicile of an English infant who always resided in land, not 
with his guavdian, but under the charge of persons from time 
to time appointed for that purpose by his guardian, followed the 
changes of the domicile of his ian, there is no such absurdity 
in supposing that it followed those changes where the infant is, in 
fact, a member of the family of his ian. The question, 
however, as we have already stated, has not been decided. 
The reader must not consider that in mentioning these questions 
we wish to cast any discredit on this book; on the contrary, 
it is only on account of its great merits and of the high 
reputation of the author that we consider it right to point out that 
he is perhaps not infallible, though it may be that when these 
uestions come before the courts they will receive the answers that 
the author has given to them. 





THE STATUTES OF LAST SESSION. 


THE PRACTICAL STATUTES OF THE SESSION, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicrorta), 
witH InTRODUCTIONS, NoTEs, TABLES OF STATUTES REPEALED 
AND SUBJECTS ALTERED, AND A copious INDEX. Edited by 
Witu1am Paterson, Judge of County Courts, and JAMEs SUTHER- 
LAND CoTToN, Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


This volume of practical statutes has been prepared as carefully, 
and will be found as useful, as its predecessors. Its extra bulk is 
chiefly due to the Lunacy Act, which fills nearly two hundred pages, 
and does not readily lend itself to the work of annotation. Its 
provisions, indeed, consist chiefly of the reproduction of earlier 
enactments which were of an administrative nature, and, for the most 
part, did not evoke much judicial criticism. Turning to the statutes 
of more eral application, such as the Companies (Winding up) 
Act and the Bankruptcy Act, it will be found that the changes in the 
law have been carefully stated, and, in addition to this, the general 
scope of the Act is given in an introductory note. With reference to 
the Working Classes Dwellings Act, a question is raised (p. 225) 
whether the limitation of five acres im on the quantity of land 
which may be assured by will, applies where personal estate is 
bequeathed to be laid out in Has, There is, of course, no such 
express limitation, and we doubt whether one would be read into the 
Act. But while expounding, so far as may be, the intention of the 
Legislature, the editors do not fail to call attention to the odd mis- 
takes which are to be found in the finished product of its labours. In 
section 6 of the Marri Act an unfortunate ‘‘there’’ leaves the 
reader vainly asking “‘ Where ?””—vainly, that is, so far as the drafts- 
man is concerned, though common sense and the editors of this 
volume are able to suggest a plausible answer. More calculated to 
mislead is the error noted in the title to the Bills of Sale Act, 1890. 
pg oy to exempt certain letters of hypothecation from the Bills 
of Sale Act, 1882, it really exempts them only from the operation of 
one section of it—viz., section 9. Carefully edited as it is, this will 
be found a very convenient collection of the statutes of the current 
year, 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LATE MR. JOHN STEWART, TAXING MASTER IN 
LUNACY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—By the death of the late Mr. John Stewart, the gentleman 
ue T 


nt to act as taxing master in Sh ne ene aaa 
‘axing Master Bloxam, the well-known taxing master, 
Lunacy Office the legal profession have sustained a severe 


the and 
loss. I suppose there is not a single human being who ever came 
*|much in contact with this gentleman who did not experience the 
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charm of his courtesy, and take away with him some remembrance of 
his happy, ng evs Naypnngs Solicitors who have had much 

tice in the Lunacy Office can testify not only to this, but also to 
the patience, the ability, the age Fe facts and principles, and to the 
unceasing and untiring energy which he displayed in his work, and 
it cannot but be with the most sincere sorrow that they must now 
reflect on the fact that he is gone; it will not be easy to replace him, 
but the work of the Lunacy ce demands that he shall be replaced, 
and soon. 

There can be no doubt, whatever, that Mr. Stewart’s work was ton 
much for any one man to undertake, however able he might be. What 
was his work? This :— 

1) To act as Lunacy taxing master. 

i) To act as Lunacy registrar in court, or as an officer acting as 
registrar in court. 

(3) To take and pass the Lunacy accounts. 

If his health had broken down earlier, no one could have been 
surprised, and I do hope that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society will do what they can to see that this important office, the 
Lunacy Office, is not undermanned, and that a taxing 
master, with all the dignity, powers, and salary incident to such an 
office, be speedily appointed, and that officers may be promoted 
or appointed to take the accounts and do the registrar’s work in 
court. 

The Lunacy percentage and court fees are sufficient to provide for 
all, and it is to be hoped that economy will not be allowed to mar 
efficiency. JAMES RAWLINSON, 
Upper Holloway, N., Nov. 18. 





THE ADMISSION OF SOLICITORS. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I have just read your article, on page 18, referring to the 
moral fitness of candidates for admission. certainly think that the 
Council of the eae Law Society should inquire of the candi- 
date whether he has been a bankrupt, or his estate has been subject 
to a receiving order or to a deed of arrangement or composition with 
his creditors, I have heard of two cases in which candidates acquired 
their knowledge of bankruptcy law through a personal experience of 
its action. The questions addressed to the master did not in these 
instances prevent the admission of the candidates. It has sometimes 
happened. indeed, that the master has set the example to his articled 
clerk in this respect. X. Y. Z. 
London, Nov. 14. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Friday, the 14th day of November, 1890. 
_ Whereas the Honourable Sir Edward Ebenezer Kay, Knight, late 
inte of Her Majesty’s High Court of Justice, and of the cery 
vision of the said court, has been appointed a judge of Her 


: P. 
Majesty’s Court of Appeal; now I, the Right Honourable —o 
Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 


hereby order and direct that all causes and matters which are now | had been 


a before the said Sir Edward Ebenezer Kay, as a judge of 
er Majesty’s High Court of Justice, be transferred to Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, and marked with his name ; and, I do hereby further order 
that the chief clerks and other clerks, and officers attached to the 
chambers of the said Sir Edward Ebenezer Kay continue to perform 
the same duties in relation to Mr. Justice Kekewich as those which 
they have hitherto performed for the said Sir Edward Ebenezer Kay. 
And I do further order that so much of the Order dated the 13th day 
of November, 1886, as directs that no cause or matter should be 
assigned to the said Mr. Justice Kekewich, by the same being marked 
with his name, be discharged. And this order is to be drawn up by 
the trar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Fustioe. Ha.spury, C, 





ORDER OF TRANSFER. 

Monday, the 17th day of November, 1890, 
Whereas Robert Romer, Esq., Q.C., one of Her Majesty’s Counsel, 
has been 5 ng a judge of the High Court of Justice, and of the 
cery Division of the said court; and whereas it is expedient that 
the causes now standing for trial or hearing only before Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, should be transferred to the said Robert Romer, +» a8 a 
judge of the Chan Division, for the apie of trial or hearing 
Stanley, Baron 


only; now I, the t Honourable Hardinge 
Halsbury, Lord High thanadinr of Great Britain, do hereby order : 


before Mr. Justice Kekewich (other than the causes set forth in the 
schedule hereto) be transf to the said Robert Romer, Esq., as a 
i fag ae ch 


+: ahead Division, for the purpose of trial 
only. 

(2) That no other cause or matter be assigned to 
Romer, Esq., as a judge, by the same being marked by 

And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the 
several offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


SCHEDULE, 


Bown v Centaur Cycle Co—action for trial 

Lougher v Hern—action for trial and motn for judgt 

In re Davies, Tone + Laiiee-cler suntan, snl cei 
Hatssvry, C. 
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Court of Appeal. 


ST. MARTIN’S VESTRY (Appellants) +. GORDON (Respondent)—No. 1, 
17th November. 


Merropotis—Mertropoiis Manacement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120) 
8s. ae AVENGERS’ Dutres—‘‘Rervuse or TrapE, MANUFACTURE, 
orn Busrygss.’ 


Appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division (Lord Coleridge, 
C.J., and Wills, J.) upon a case stated by a pres me p police magistrate 
relating to a dispute whether the appellants were to remove certain 
‘‘ clinkers ’’ without payment. The respondent was the proprietor of the 
Hotel Metropole within the aj its’ district. The clinkers were 
ea, cere in the basement of the hotel, the 

ilers being used to generate steam for working the electric light in the 
hotel, for heating the public rooms, halls, and , and for working 
the lift and pumping water to the top of the hotel. The appellants 
contended that the clinkers were ‘“‘ refuse of a trade ’’ within section 128 of 
the Metropolis ent Act, 1855, and that they could not be required 
to remove them without payment. The istrate held that the cinkers 
came within section 125 as “‘ dirt, ashes,’’ &c., and that a 
were bound to remove them without payment. The Di Court 
affirmed this decision. . 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lrxpiey and Lorss, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the “‘clinkers’’ were really 
— in a nine 6a Se —_—_ ina aa 

0 urposes. By section etropolis t . 
1855, the vestry were bound to collect and remove all dirt, , rubbish, 
&c., from houses and —_ The clinkers being really ashes, unless 
there was something to limit those 
the clinkers. By section 128 the vestry, when required by the occupier, 
must remove ‘‘ the refuse of any trade, manufacture, or business,’ 
being paid for doing so. That section could not include the same 
as section 125, inasmuch as under section 125 the vestry were 
remove the things therein mentioned, whether required by the 
or not. An instance of the refuse of a “* man 
the material was being manufactured into something else, 
existed from the material so manufactured. As to 


A 
‘ih 
lily 


or ‘* business,” it was clear that ashes arising from fires lighted for warm- 
ing the rooms where the workmen sat would not be refuse of a “trade.” 
Therefore, in his opinion, the ashes in fires such as these furnaces in the 


working refuse the 
diate and direct result of the trade, manufacture, or business, and 

kind of refuse which would arise as much if there was no trade, manufac- 
ture, or business, and which was only increased in quantity by reason of 
the trade, manufacture, or business. Per Lory Esugx, M.R., and Lopss, 
L.J. :—The decision in Gay v. Cadby (2 C. P. D. 391, 25 W. R. Dig. 156) 
was wrong.—Covunsai, R. G. Glenn; J. B. Bankes. Soxrcrrons, Jegrem, 
Harrison, $ Ingram ; Fladgate § Fladgate: 

Re THE WEYMOUTH AND CHANNEL ISLANDS STEAM PACKET CO. 
(LIM.)—No. 2, 15th November. 
Company—Wixpine up—Drstrmution or Surnpivus Assets awone SHare- 
HOLDERS—FULLY Parp-ur SHaRgs AND SHargs issvgp at a Discount. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. Soxrerrors’ 
JovurnaL, 639). The question was, in what mode the 
the 
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debts having all paid) of a company in liquidation t 
tributed among 
shares of £10 nominal value, had 
shares of the same nominal value issued giey Fogg 


2 Es 
4 ; 
22E 
ree 
Fr ak 
He 
HF : 
ripe 3 
ie 
g hacel 
Lihin 





(1) That the several causes now standing for trial or hearing only | 
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which the special resolutions were passed had been summoned by notices 
sent by post to all the shareholders (in accordance with the resolutions of 
the ) a copy of the proposed resolutions being sent with each 
notice. resolutions were carried with practically no opposi- 
tion, but only a small number of shareholders were present at the meetings. 
In pursuance of the resolutions a number of shares were issued at the pro- 
posed. discount. The'shares so issued were afterwards dealt with and 
transferred just as the original shares, and for many years interest was 
paid upon om pari passu with the original shares. In 1889 the company 
resolved on a voluntary winding up, and, the debts having been all paid, 
the question arose, how the surplus assets ought to be divided among the 
shareholders? The holders of the discount shares contended that the 
assets ought to be divided among all the shareholders rateably, in propor- 
tion to the number of shares held by them; the holders of the original 
shares insisted that the sum of £7 per share ought to be repaid to them 
first, and that the residue then remaining should be divided among all the 
shareholders rateably. On behalf of the discount shareholders it was 
argued, that, though the issue of shares at a discount might be illegal so 
far as led the creditors of the company, yet it would, as between 
the shareholders, bind any shareholder who- had in fact assented to it, 
and after the length of time which had-elasped, and after the company 
had had the benefit of the additional capital, it must be assumed that 
every shareholder had assented to the arrangement and they must all be 
treated as bound by it. North, J., held that the surplus must be divided 
in accordance with the contention of the original shareholders, and in ac- 
cordance with the decision in Re Hodges’ Distillery Co. (L. R. 6 Ch. 51). He 
was of opinion that the holders of the discount shares could not be heard 
to say that they were not shareholaers. But the issue of the shares at a dis- 
count was illegal, and the holders of those shares must be treated as 
having paid only £3 per share. However some individual shareholders 
might have bound themselves by acquiescence, he could not treat the 
whole class as bound by the arrangement. On the appeal it was argued 
on behalf of the discount shareholders that, though the agreement to issue 
shares at a discount was void gud the company, there was also an agree- 
ment between the shareholders inter se to divide the surplus assets in a 
particular way, and that agreement was valid. If it were held to be void, 
the original shareholders would have had the advantage of the increased 
ital, which could not have been obtained on better terms. 

Cover (Lrxpiey, Bowes, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Laspier, L_J., thought it was clear that the only contract entered into was 
a contract with the company, and that no contract with the individual 
shareholders was ever dreamt of. It would be contrary to law to hold that 
a contract with a corporation was a contract with the individual members 
of the corporation. Then, regarding it as a contract with the corporation, 
the question arose, Was it good or not? That question was doubtful in 
1361, but it had since been determined that a company could, notwith- 

an agreement such as was embodied in these resolutions, require 

the shares to be paid up; and it was on that footing that the order in this 
case had been framed. It was said that, though the agreement in this 
case was ulira vires the company, it was intra rires as between the contribu- 
tories. The court was asked to invent an agreement which nobody had 
ever dreamt of, and that was the whole of the argument for 
appellants. There was no such agreement, and the decision 

of North, J., was right, and was im accordance with the authorities. 
Bowzs, L.J., said that the appellants’ case depended on there being a 
contract between the individual shareholders. In the first place, there was 
no contract in fact between individuals. Secondly, the law would not 
imply a contract, because the circumstances of the case were in fact in- 
consistent with the hypothesis of an implied contract. Thirdly, if there 
Were any con‘ract between individuals, it could only be a contract that 
each individual should make a contract with the company which was ultra 
tives the company, and such 2 contract would not be enforced. Fax, L.J., 
concurred. —Covsser, Buckicy, Q.C., and Heath ; Napier Higgins, Q.C., 
revs i Chadwyck-Healey. Sorscatons, Pattison, Wigg, & King; 


R 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
FILLINGHAM ¢. WOOD—Chitiy, J., 14th November. 
Merzoroisraxs Betiorxe Act. 1855, ss. 3, 82, 35—** Owxen ”’—Norice ny 

Beusms Owxer to Ansorstxc Owner. 

Im this case the question arose as to the right of an occupier of of a 
Paliding = with party structure notices under the uctopolitan 
. 15%. It appeared that the plaintiff occupied of a 
howe comésting of 2 shop and other rooms, holding the ae as term 
ff three years, renewable for another three years. His landlord, who was 
lessee for a long term, aleo occupied 2 room in the house. The landlord 
all the rente and profite of the house. The defendant, who was 
down and retuild the house contiguous to the plaintiffs, 
the landlord by name, ‘or to whomever elec it may con- 
corm,” the wenal form of y structure notice under section 85 of the 
Att, “a the notice to the landlord by istered letter. The 
postion of the howe in the «cupation A the plaintiff suffered damage, 
he moved for an interim injunction om the ground that he likewise 
an aAjining owner entiticd to notice under section 85. The ques- 
turmed om section 3 of the Act, which yides that the term 
in the Act shall apply to every porwm in posession or receipt 
tithes A the wishe on A any yart A the rente or profite A any land or 
7 ts the cocupation A wach land or tenement other than as a 

temant fromm year to year 7 tor any lous term or as 4 tenant at will, 
Cusrrt, 3., ster onumenting upon the termimdogy of the Act as being 
nme, ant the andedsathtity A dng any oma comAraction on ite 


' 





provisions, said that the test in the yectiosier question before him seemed 
to be whether the tenement was held separately or not. The view he took 
was, that the plaintiff did occupy a tenement within section 3, and was, 
therefore, an owner within section 85 upon whom notice must be served. 
He added that, protec wane Bs ambiguity of the Act, it was at least 
clear that in the event of there being owners in fee of separate parts of a 
house—e.g., of chambers in the same house—each would be 
entitled to notice under section 85 from a building owner. 
The Act of Parliament put on the building owner the duty of finding 
out who was the adjoining owner, and if he was unable to find that 
out he was protected by another provision of the Act—section 98 (3)— 
which enabled him in such circumstances to give his notice by putting 
it up in a conspicuous part of the premises to which it related without 
naming the owner or occupier. The question raised in the present case 
was in substance covered by the decision of Romilly, M.R., in Cowen v. 
Phillips (33 Beav. 18). The plaintiff was entitled to an injunction.— 
CovnseL, Byrne, Q.C., and E. Ford; Romer, Q.C., and EF. 8. Ford. 
Souicrrors, Cooper §& Bake ; Hedges § Brandreth. 


VINE v. RALEIGH—Chitty, J., 15th November. 


Tue.ivsson Act (39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. 98)—AccumvuLation—Trust ror Im- 
PROVEMENT OF LAND—EXPENDITURE OF INCOME IN IMPROVEMENTS AND 
REPAIRS. 


In this case it appeared that a testator, who died in 1865, in effect gave 
the residue of his property to his executors to be accumulated, and, with 
the accumulations, to be invested in real estate upon trust to pay an 
annuity of £500 to his nephew during his lifetime, and directed the surplus 
income of his property to be expended in the purchase of additional land 
or in the improvement of the landed estate, and in maintaining the same 
in good habitable repair; and the testator, after the death of his nephew, 
gave his property to the persons therein mentioned. The period of 
accumulation allowable within the Thellusson Act expired in 1886, anda 
question arose between the next of kin, as entitled to the surplus income, 
and the parties interested in remainder in the corpus of the testator’s estate 
whether moneys expended in irs and improvements were payable out 
of corpus or income. It was contended on behalf of the next of kin that 
the direction as to improvements and repairs fell within the provisions of 
the Thellusson Act. 


Currty, J., said that it appeared to be admitted that the direction as to 
repairs was valid. With reference to the question as to the validity of the 
direction as. to improvements, the question had never been raised before, 
although it was some ninety years since the Thellusson Act was passed, 
and although trusts for improvements were not uncommon in settlements 
of real property. There was no analogy between trusts for accumulation 
and trusts for improvements, because the latter were discretionary. It 
was, therefore, clear that the direction contained in the will before the 
court was not invalidated by the Thellusson Act. Moreover, the question 
in effect had been decided by the case of Bassil v. Lister (9 Ha. 177) before 
Turner, V.C., in 1851.—Covunset, Romer, Q.C., and Yate Lee; Byrne, Q.C., 
and Farwell; Jason Smith; S. Dickinson; andC. E. £. Jenkins. Soxtcrrors, 
Peacock & Goddard ; R. 8S. Taylor, Son, § Humbert ; Patterson, Snow, Bloxam, 
& Kinder ; Petch & Smurthwaite. 


Re JEFFERY, BURT v, ARNOLD—North, J., 13th November. 


Ixvant—MAarnTenance—Girt To CLASS CONTINGENTLY ON ATTAINING TWENTY- 
one—Conveyancine Act, 1881, s. 43. 


This was a summons to determine in what way the surplus income of a 
fund settled by a testator ought to be applied, some of the persons inter- 
ested being infants. The testator gave the residue of his estate to trustees 
upon trust for sale and conversion, and investment of the proceeds, and 
out of the income to pay some life annuities, and subject to those trusts 
the fund was to be held on trust for all and every the present and future- 
born children of his son and of his two daughters respectively (except the 
son of one of the daughters who was i by name), who, whether in 
the testator’s lifetime or after his death, being a son or sons, should have 
attained or should attain the age of twenty-one years, or, being a daugh- 
ter or daughters, should have attained, or should attain that age, or 
should have married, or should my Sey if more than one in equal 
shares as tenants in common, such ¢ of his son and daughters to 
take per capita, the shares of daughters born in the lifetime of the testator 
to be for their te use. The will also contained directions for set- 
tling the shares of grandchildren of the testator who should be born in 
his upon them and their children. At the time when the sum- 
mons was issued the testator’s son had lately married, but he had no 
children. One of the daughters had three c —viz., the son who was 
— excepted, another son who had attained twenty-one, and a 

ughter, who was under twenty-one and unmarried. The other daughter 
had nine children, some of whom had attained twenty-one. The income 
of the trust fund was more than sufficient to pay the annuities. The 
daughter who had nine children was living separatelg from her husband 
and maintaining her family, and she as that, under section 43 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, a of the “ee income might be paid to 
her for the maintenance of her children. On behalf of the grandchildren 
who had attained twenty-one it was argued that the surplus income 
belonged to those members of the class of grandchildren who had attained 
twenty-one at the time when the income was accrued, 


Nowrn, J., held that the whole surplus income belonged to those grand- 
children who had attained twenty-one at the time when it accrued.— 
Covxser, OG. Curtis Price; Ooltman; Wright Taylor, Sorscirows, Harlow ; 
Whitehouse & Etherington, 


Nov, .22, -1890.: 
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Re THE ALABAMA, NEW ORLEANS, TEXAS, AND PACIFIC JUNCTION 
RAILWAY C0.—North, J.,-13th November. 


CompaANy—WINDING vPp—ARRANGEMENT witH CreEpIToRS—SaNcTION oF 
Court—JvrispicTIon—Power To SANnction ScHEME DEPRIVING DEBEN- 
TURE-HOLDERS OF Szcuriry—Jornt-Strock Companres ARRANGEMENT ACT, 
1870, s. 2 
This was a petition by the liquidator of a company, which was in 

voluntary liquidation subject to the supervision of the court, to obtain 

the sanction of the court to a scheme of ment between the com- 

y and its creditors. Section 2 of the Joint-Stock Companies Arrange- 
ment Act, 1870, provides that ‘‘ where any compromise or arrangement 
shall be between a company which is, at the time of the passing 
of this Act or afterwards, in the course of being wound up, either 
voluntarily or by or under the supervision of the court, under the Com- 
panies Acts, 1862 and 1867, or either of them, and the creditors of such 
company, or any class of such creditors, it shall be lawful for the court, 
in addition to any other of its powers, on the application in a summary 
way of any creditor or the liquidator, to order that a meeting of such 
creditors, or class of creditors, shall be summoned in such manner as the 
court shall direct, and, if a majority in number representing three- 
fourths in value of such creditors, or class of creditors, present either in 
person or by proxy at such meeting, shall agree to any arrangement or 
compromise, such arrangement or compromise shall, if sanctioned by an 
order of the court, be binding on all such creditors, or class of creditors, 
as the case may be, and also on the liquidator and contributories of the 
said company.’’ In the present case the proposed arrangement had been 
approved by more than the prescribed majority at meetings ively 
of the debenture-holders, unsecured creditors, and shareholders of the 
company. ‘The petition was opposed by two dissentient debenture- 
holders, on the ground (inter alia) that the scheme compelled the deben- 
ture-holders to surrender their security in exchange for new debentures 
at a lower rate of interest, and payable at a later date, than their original 
debentures, and otherwise diminished their security. 

Nortu, J., sanctioned the arrangement. He held, in accordance with 
his own previous decision in Re Empire Mining Co. (34 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
319, 44 Ch. D. 402) and other cases referred to in the argument of that 
case, that the Act gave the court jurisdiction over the debenture-holders 
of a company, and empowered it to sanction a scheme which would deprive 
them of their security, and even, as in some of the cases, compel them to 
accept shares in place of their debentures—or, rather, to forfeit their 
debentures if they declined to become shareholders, for they could not be 
compelled to become shareholders against their will. Section 2 spoke of a 
‘* compromise or arrangement,’”’” and the very nature of a compromise 
was the giving up of something, and, if the security of a creditor could 
not be interfered with by any majority, there could never be any —— 
mise under the Act. It was intended that the majority should bind the 
minority, provided that the arrangement was sanctioned by the court. The 
principles on which the court should act in giving or withholding its sanc- 
tion were, his lordship thought, analogous to those which had been laid 
down in cases relating to reduction of the oun of a company. The 
cases as to the sanction of the court, under the Life Assurance Companies 
Act, 1870, to an amalgamation of life assurance — also supplied 
an analogy. That Act provided, by section 14, that the court might con- 
firm such an arrangement ‘“‘ if it is satisfied that no sufficient objection to 
the arrangement has been established.’” Though section 2 of the present 
Act did not contain any such words, he thought the discretion of the court 
ought to be exercised in the same way. It was the duty of the court to 
see whether the proposed scheme, as a whole, would bear inequitably w 
any of the persons interested, and if it would, the court ought to re 


its sanction. In the present case his lordship could see no cient reason 
for refusing to give his sanction. But he stayed under the 
scheme pending an appeal, on the undertaking of the persons opposing to 
appeal at once, and to apply to the Court of Ap to advance the hear- 
ing of the appeal.—Covunset, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and A. R. Kirby; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Levett ; Swinfen Eady; F.C. Norton; Bve. Sout- 


crrors, Slanghter § May; Lattey § Hart; Norton, Rose, § Co. ; Ashurst, 
Morris, § Co. 


HAMILTON ». BROGDEN—North, J., 18th November. 


PracticE—SprctaLLy-INDORSED Wrrt—Lgavs To ENTER Frvat JupGMEnt— 
** Liqurparep Demand Aristne on A Trust ’’—R. 8S. C., IITL., 6; XIV., 1. 


This was a summons by the plaintiffs for leave to enter final judgment 
against the defendants in accordance with the indorsement on the writ, 
and the question arose whether the writ was ‘‘ specially indorsed *’ within 
the meaning of rule 6 of order ITT. That rule provides that ‘‘in all actions 
where the plaintiff seeks only to recover a debt or liquidated demand in 
money payable by the defendant, with or without interest, arising (inter 
alia) ona trust, . . . the writ of summons may, at the option of the 
plaintiff, be specially indorsed with a statement of his claim, or of the 
remedy or relief to which he claims to be entitled.’” And rule 1 of order 
XIV. enables the judge, where a defendant appears to a writ ar 
indorsed under rule 6 of order ITI., to make an order empowering the 
plaintiff to enter final judgment for the amowat indorsed, with interest, 
unless the defendant satisfies the judge that he has a good defence to the 
action on its merits, or discloses such facts as may be deemed sufficient to 
entitle him to defend. In the present case the writ was indorsed thus ;— 
“The plaintiffs’ claim is as the t trustees of a trust logacy of 
£2,750 bequeathed by the will of J. B., deceased, to the defendants and one 
S., upon trust in favour of the testator’s daughter M. and her children, 
to have the said legacy, which has remained wn by reason of a breach 
of trust on the part of the defendants, and which is now due from them 


a trust, paid by the defendants, together with interest. thereon from. 
the 12th of April, 1885, the defendants having admitted asscte come to 
Doe in to sapwes the suid Aone ipal of the ‘abe £2,150 
owed by » whi t 
and the interest thereon, from the 12th of aril, 1885, 0 the day of the 
issue of the writ, at four per cent. income tax), to be 
£526 12s. 94., making a total of £3, 12s. 9d., and it was added that the 


plaintiffs claimed further interest on £2,750 at the same rate date 
oe wrk eee ee ee The testator by his will had given 
all his estate to his wife and three other persons (two of whom 
defendants), whom he also his 

(inter alia) to pay to the 
wife, the sum of £2,750, to be held by them upon 
benefit of the testator’s daughter M. and her children, 
that, until payment of the principal, interest should be 
the rate of four per cent. per annum, to commence 
death of his wife. The widow died on the 12th of 


pointed tru-tees of the 
summons asked that the plaintiffs be 
ment against the defendants for £3,236 18s. 
legacy, with interest calculated down to the 
with further interest on the legacy 
the action. On behalf of the defendants 
was not “‘ i i ithi 
laintiffs’ clai 
in res 
the discretion of the court to give interest at the rate of 
cent., according to circumstances, and consequently there 
‘* liquidated demand.”’ 
Norrn, J., held that the writ was 5 ney See He 
the claim was to recover the legacy and ble thereon 
the will, and that the interest was as much part of the 
principal. The indorsement shewed that the interest claimed, 
the date of the death of the widow, was 
the interest had been claimed as 
ent. As the writ was indorsed it wo 
claim interest at five per cent. on the 
trustees who had committed a breach 
the defendants had es ee and therefore 
the plaintiffs to enter judgment according to 
Rigby, Q.C., and Hopkinson ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
Soxtcrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; Smiles ¢ Co. ; C. § 8. 
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Re PYLE WORKS (LIM.)—Stirling, J., 18th November. 


Company—Morreace or Uncattep Caprrat—Inpewstry ro Dmactrors— 
ASSETS. 
This company was incorporated under the Companies Act, 1862, in 1880. 
By the memorandum of association, clause 2, the objects of the 
were, inter alia, to be ‘‘ to borrow money by mortgage or otherwise, receive 
money on deposit, and issue and other bonds and mortgage 
debenture and any other securities founded or based upon all 


the real and personal assets, or on the credit of the 
articles provided (81) that every director should be i by the 


ccmpeny teem oli Sees Sad. Suatace, See. Se. oes oe. Se Ee 
discharge of his duty, except as should happen from his own wilful 
acts or defaults ; (102) that directors mi 
company not requiring the sanction of a 
ight ‘‘ borrow on bonds or debentures 
of all or any part of the 
without including in any 
of the capital 
time to time think jent.”’ 
MclIlwraith, Gotto, Grant, Fletcher, 
to obtain an overdraft from their bankers. 
security given to the bank should be a 
Mcliwraith and Gotto, and this note, 
a pe 6 ees een 


who made 

£2,500 should be i ; 

like sum, was given by these two 

these two notes were renewed on various occasions, the last agg | 

in 1889. On the 26th of May, 1886, McIlwraith and Gotto e 

sag to the Great Western Railway Co. and the London and Nerth- 
estern Railway Co. for moneys which might become due from 


Works (Limited) to these railway oe On the 18th af Marek, 
1886, at a directors’ meeting, it was : “That Messrs. Melbwraith 
and Gotto, having guaranteed 
British Linen Co. Bank, be indemnified, 
capital be given a of this loan ; and, they havi 
the Great Western Railway and the London and North- 
way’s ledger accounts, that a 
was resolved that the company’s 
charges, and that the a. 
instructed to affix the seal of the company 
gage in question was given ro Ren resolution, pak. 

(subject to a martgage ” uncalled-up amounts per share 
on the 5,000 af the company” to indemaily Mesare. Meltwraith and 


Gotto against all loss Se ee ets an 
And absve mentioned.” ‘The Pyle W (Limited) went inte lyuktetion, 
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and McIlwraith and Gotto now claimed the benefit of this security, having 
been called upon to make payments, and having made certain such pay- 
ments, to the bankers and railway companies under the promissory notes 
and guarantees. 

Srmurxe, J., referred to the decision of the Court of Appeal (44 Ch. D. 
534), in which ‘the validity of the charge on uncalled capital given by way 
of security for money borrowed had been established, and said that in the 

t gre in which no money had been borrowed from MclIlwraith and 
the question arose whether it was within the powers of the directors 
to give such a security,as the present mortgage. As to its validity as an 
indemnity against loss on the promissory notes given to the bankers, the 
resolution of the 28th of April, 1882, as in the minutes, said nothing as to 
any bargain by MclIlwraith and Gotto for a security on the uncalled 
capital, but evidence was admissible to shew the real nature of that agree- 
ment. As they were directors, the minute was admissible against them, 
other evidence was also admissible. His lordship concluded on the 
evidence that it was part of the agreement under which the promissory 
notes were given to the bankers that McIlwraith and Gotto should be 
indemnified by means of a on the uncalled capital in accordance with 
the recital in the deed of the 3rd of May, 1886. As the overdraft was a 
borrowing of money, this transaction was in substance a borrowing of 
money on the security of the uncalled capital of the company within 
article 111. The bankers were content with the guarantors’ personal security, 
but they stipulated for a counter-security in the shape of a charge on the 
uncalled capital; and article 111 did not require the mortgages there 
mentioned to be given to the persons by whom the money was lent. To 
this extent the mortgage was valid. As to the sums paid in respect of the 
= given to the railway companies, the company did not thereby 
money, but obtained services and work as carriers on credit, and 
bee was a as to treating this as a borrowing of money, especially 
if this depended on article 111. But clause 3 (L) of the memorandum of 
_ association empowered the company to “‘ issue transferable and other bonds 
and mortgage debenture and any other securities founded or based upon 
all or any of the real and personal assets or upon the credit of the 
company *’ generally for the purposes of the company. His lordship held 
that in this case “‘ assets’ included uncalled capital, and, therefore, that 
the issue of securities on the uncalled capital was authorized. By article 
102 the directors might exercise all the powers of the company, subject to 
any regulations ibed by the company in general meeting, and no 
such regulations existed affecting the issue of securities, therefore the 
directors might issue such securities for any legitimate business purposes of 
the company. Under articles 81 and 116 the indemnifying of directors was 
such a purpose, so the mortgage was valid, and the claim under it must be 
admitted.—Cocxsz1, Buckley. Q.C., and €. A. James; Graham Hastings, 
one > P. Beale, Q.C., and T. H. Carson; H. A. Giffard, 
-, and RB. B. Haldane, QC. Soxscrrors, Lane, Monro, § Co. ; Drake, Son, 
5 Maples, Teesdale, & Co. ; G. M. Clements. 


BAIRD cr. WALKER—Kekewich, J., 14th November. 


Recetver—Issotvesr Esrare—Exectror’s Ricur or Rerarser—Destr 
pee sy Hrssasp ro Wire—Jrset anp Cosvestext—Souicrror’s Buni— 
Mazermep Womes’s Prorzety Act, 1882, s. 3—Jrpicarcre Act, 1875, 
s. 10. 

Motion for a receiver of the insolvent estate of a deceased solicitor. The 
representatives of a creditor whose property had been managed by the tes- 
tator brought an action for an account against his widow, who was his 
exeeutrix, and claimed to exercise her nght of retainer in respect of a debt 
alleged to be due to her from the estate of her late husband. It was not 

that the executrix was dealing improperly with the estate, but 
that she would be unable personally to prepare accounts and bills of costs. 

The object of the motion was to prevent her from exercising her right of 

retainer, and it was that under section 3 of the Married Women’s 

Act, 1382, and section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, she 
not to exercise it. 

Kearwien, J., said that the court would not interfere with legal rights 
unless due camuse were shewn. The creditor was not entitled to the 
of a receiver simply because the estate was insolvent. Here 
object ba to oon the defendant of her right of retainer, but no 
ene pat Genget $0 the assets had been alleged; she 


employing 2 solicitor, and there was no reason for interfer- 
ing her legal ri 

Bale 

G. 


Hl 


nM 


Motion refused.—Cocnser, Renshaw, Q.C., and 
5 Marten, VC., and Chadwyck Healey. Sovwtrons, Burn & Berridge ; 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE QUEEN «. THE BISHOP OF LONDON —Zith and 24th October; 
and 14th November. 


Reczzmussricat Law—Mixpaucs—Kereesestarios txpre Peeuc Woxsuir 
Act—Sxcoxn Kerxesestatiox. 


Rale tor 2 mandamus to the Bishop of London, commanding him to send 
forwaed a “* representation” under the Public Worship Act against the 
vewethcn lately ererten in St. Paul's Cathedral. There had already been a 

* pepresentation,” and aa to that there was an appeal now pending in the 
Home A Lents, the Court A Appeal, reversing the decision of the 


pr Coart, having promoanced “ favour A the bishop. The pre- 
” wae sent to the bishop against the reredos in ¢ 
tom, wus auld thet i differed trom the lormer 24 reyreeiathon 
pr) sd apnsote mA only 2 tendency to encourage ido 
sithons reverence, tat that it had, as an actaal fact, proinced 


ot foe polite, 








The material part was as follows :—‘“ “The said images or sculptured subjects 
have, in fact, encouraged ideas and devotion of an idolatrous and superstitious 
kind, and have been in fact abused, and idolatrous and superstitious regard 
and reverence have been, in fact, paid to them, and these allegations we are 
eigen to establish by evidence, and that the setting up of the images 
in fact, brought about violations of the 20th ‘Axticle. ” The bishop 
decided that this “re presentation ’’ was in substance the same as the 
former one, on which Nhe appeal was pent , and that the questions 
raised were substantially the same, and he declined to entertain the 
matter. The prosecutors then obtained the present rule for a mandamus to 
the bishop to entertain the representation. shewing cause against the 
rule it was contended that the circumstances were substantially the same 
as in the former case, that the two representations were in effect identical, 
that the subject-matter was the same in both, and that the bishop had 
already dealt with the whole matter in the former case, in which the appeal 
was still pending. In support of the rule it was argued that the two 
representations were not the same, but substantially different. 
TEPHEN, J.—My brother Hawkins thinks that no mandamus ought to 
go. I think that’ it ought to go. The result is that, the court being 
divided, there will be no rule for a mandamus. The question turns on the 
bishop’s statement of his reasons for not allowing the representation to 
proceed. I think the view taken by the bishop was taken without con- 
sidering—as the statute requires him to do—“‘ all the circumstances of the 
case.’’ It has escaped his attention that the resentation in the second 
case goes considerably beyond the representation in the first, and the 
charge in the second is entirely different from the charge in the first. For 
the second contains a charge not only that the sculptured figures are 
likely to be the objects of superstitious reverence, but that these have, in 
fact, been made the object of such superstitious reverence. This isa 
separate and distinct charge, and the second representation raises ques- 
tions of law and fact which are not raised by the first. The overlooking 
this difference vitiates the reasons given by the bishop. That being so, the 
rule ought to be made absolute. Hawxrs, J., read a written judgment, in 
which he said: If the new matter discloses a new and distinct offence, it 
is not one which is within the jurisdiction of the bishop under the Public 
Worship Act. Stripped of such new matter the two cases are in substance 
identical. The bishop, in his statement, says he has ‘ considered the 
whole circumstances attending the representation.” Why are we asked to 
say now he has not done so? [refuse to come to such a conclusion. In 
this state of things to’issue a mandamus commanding the Bishop of London 
to send forward the representation in the teeth of his opinion that he 
ought not to do so, or to compel him to consider the circumstance of the 
case when I am satisfied he has already done so, is not what reason or the 
law requires, and therefore I think this rule ought to be discharged. 
The court being divided in opinion, the rule for a mandamus was dis+ 
charged.—CounseL, The Attorney-General, Jeune, Q.C., and Coward; 
Moulton, Q.C., and Danckwertz. 


SUTTON v. WADE—7th November. 


REGISTRATION—PARLIAMENT— V OTERS—NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO OVERSEERS 
—Norice nor Sicnep at Foor—Svrriciency. 


Appeal from the revising barrister for Norwich. The question was as to 
the validity of a certain notice of objection given by an objector to the 
overseers, wherein he ym A to the names of several persons being put 
upon the list of voters for — liamentary elections. It was admitted that a 
proper notice of objection been given by the person objecting to each 
of the persons objected to, and there was now no contest as to such notices. 
But an objection was taken before the revising barrister that the notice of 
obj — given to the overseers was bad, inasmuch as the person objecting 

sign his name at the foot thereof, as required by the Registration 
Act, m1885 343 Vict. c. 15). The notice to the overseers was as follows: ‘I 
hereby give you notice that I object to the names of the persons mentioned 
and described below being retained on the list No. 1,” &c. (signed by the 
objector). Then there followed the list of the names of the persons 
objected to, and the notice was not again signed by the objector. The 
revising barrister overruled the objection, and held that the notice was 
sufficiently signed, _—— it was not signed at the end of the list of 
poe persons objected to by the person objecting thereto. The objector 
The form of the notice of objection to be given to the overseers 
ic set out in Form I., Schedule E. to the Registration Act, 1885. On 
behalf of the appellant it was contended that the notice of objection given 
to the overseers was bad, as the signature of the person objecting came 
before the names of the persons objected to. The signature ought to have 
been at the end of the list of names objected to, as the Act required the 
signature of the objecting to be at the foot of the notice: Toms v, 
Cuming (7 M. & G. 88), where Maule, J., says that the form shews that the 
name ‘— of abode of the objector are to be at the bottom of the 
notice uestion here was whether ~ was a substantial departure, 
and as the prt ar iaen was for the of authentication, there could be 
no authentication unless the signature was at the end of the whole matter — 
that is, at the end of the list of names. The real question was, what effect 
was to be given to the proviso at the end of section 18 ofthe Act of 1885 
which provides that ‘ the forms and instructions contained in the seco 
and third —— to this Act shall be used and observed in all cases to 
which they a . but a disregard of any form or instruction shall 
not pode b iteelf in validate any list, notice, or other thing.’’ This was a sub- 
ied dopestune from t » form, and did = coms ‘within the proviso : 
ye hrey ¥. Karle 6 W. &. 510, 20 Q. B. D, 294), Wood v. Chandler (36 

W. k. 522, 20 Q. B. D. 297). The it’s counsel argued that in 
the case of every objection two notices must be given, a notice to the 
peru objected to, and a notice to the overseers. was no objection 
to the first notice here, and it was admitted that a pre notice was sent 
to cach pervon objected to, The first material statute was 6 Vict. c, 14, 
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which was the foundation of the registration law. Section 17 of that Act 


provides that every notice of objection should be by the person 
objecting without specifying the place where the signa is to be. [He 
was then stopped.] 


GrantuaM, J.—I think that in this case the revising barrister came to a 
proper conclusion in holding that this notice of objection was properly 
signed. The chief thing we have first to bear in mind is the notice to the 
person objected to; that notice being given, the statute requires something 
else to be done-—namely, a notice to be given to the overseers. yd, 
in Trotter v. Walker (13 C. B. N. 8. 30) held that the chief object of the 
signature was for the purpose of authentication, and, that being so, I am 
at a loss to see how the signature under the Wills Act is of any import- 
ance here. That is totally different from the present case. I see nothing 
in this form of objection which could give rise to any doubt or difficulty in 
finding out what was objected to. The object the Legislature had in view 
seems to me to have been arrived at here by sending a correct list of the 

ms objected to to the overseers, and, that being so, my judgment must 
Be in favour of the decision of the revising barrister. Wr.1ams, J.—The 
question here is whether there is a substantial de from the form, so 
as to make the notice given substantially different from the form. I think 
it is not a substantial de . It seems to me that the objection to this 
notice is that it is not properly authenticated, and if I thought that this 
notice was not properly authenticated I should hold that that was a matter 
of substance, and not of form, and that the notice was bad. The departure 
from the form here is one not of substance, and therefore does not invali- 
date the notice. I take the following to be a good test in such cases: Is 
this such a departure as would raise a question which could not be raised 
if the proper or statutory form had been followed? If it is, it is a 
departure of substance ; if it is not, it is a mere departure of form. In 
my opinion this was not a substantial departure from the form, and there- 
fore the decision was right. Lawrance, J., concurred.—Counsg1, R. S. 
Wright ; Mattinson. Soutcrrors, C. 8. Gover, for English, Norwich ; Oldman 
$ Clabburn, for Havers, Norwich. 


The same point also arose in two other cases, the cases of Gale v. 
Overend and Moore v. Atkinson, where the revising barristers had held the 
notice of objection to be bad. 


SMITH, HILL, & CO. v. PYMAN, BELL, & CO.—14th and 15th 
November. 


Surpprinc—Apvancep Freicut—Loss or Vesset—Ricut To ADVANCED 
FREIGHT AFTER Loss. 


Further consideration before Charles, J., of a case tried before him at 
Leeds Assizes in August last. The action was brought on a charter- 
party, and was to recover the sum of £209 for ‘‘ advanced freight.”’ The 
charter-party was dated November 30, 1888, and by it the defendants 
chartered Famed vessel, called The Gemma, to carry a cargo of 
coals from Hull to Odessa. The charter-party was in the usual form, and 
contained the usual clauses, and provided that the freight was to be paid, 
on unloading and right delivery of the cargo, in cash at current 
exchange; that the captain or owners should sign charterers’ bills of 
lading, and at the end of the charter-party there was the clause which 
was now sued upon, namely, ‘‘ One-third of the freight, if required, to be 
advanced, less three per cent. for interest and insurance.”’ e facts, as 
proved in the case, were as follows :—The vessel left Hull on December 
19 at 6.30 in the morning, without bills of lading having been presented 
or signed. At 7.15 on the same morning she grounded in the Humber, 
and about half-past eleven o’clock on the same morning became a wreck. 
Late in the afternoon of the same day, the defendants presented the bill 
of lading at the offices of the plaintiffs for signature, and the plaintiffs 
then demanded the advance freight, as they contended that they were 
entitled to such advanced freight whether the ship were lost or not at the 
time of the demand for it being made. On a previous transaction between 
the same parties—where the charter-party was the same as in the present 
case—it was proved that bills of lading had been presented r the 
vessel had sailed, and the advanced freight required and paid. For the 
plaintiffs it was contended that the right to advanced freight was not 
gone, although there was a total loss of the vessel; thatthe real legal con- 
sideration for the payment of advanced freight was the receipt of the 
goods on board the vessel, and not the carrying such goods to their 
destination ; that when advanced freight has once been paid, it cannot be 
recovered back, whatever has become of the vessel, and that if advanced 
freight has been agreed to be paid, it can be recovered, although the 
vessel has become a loss: Byrne v. Schiller (19 W. R. 161, L. R. 6 Ex. 
319) ; and that the right to recover advanced freight is totally independ- 
ent of the loss of the vessel, or the failure of the voyage. For the 
defendants it was contended that advanced freight could not be required 
or recovered after the Ne of the voyage is frustrated and the vessel 
disabled from — freight ; that the loss of the vessel made it evident 
that no freight would ever be paid for carrying the goods, and that, 
therefore, no advanced freight can ever be required or payable, and that 
such advanced freight can only be demanded while it is possible to insure 
the subject-matter, which was not the case here. 


Cuarres, J., on further consideration, held that, as advanced freight 
Was & payment made as « consideration for taking goods on board, and 
not for the safe carriage of them during the voyage, the plaintiffs had a 
right to recover the sume from the defendants, although euch advanced 


freight was not demanded until after the loss of the veasel,—Counskt, 


Cyril Dodd, Q.C., and Montague Lush; Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Rodson. 
Sontcrrons, Pritchard § Sone, for J. & 7. W. Heavfeld § Lambert, Hull; 
Maples, Teesdale, & Co., for Lietch, Dodd, & Co., Noweustle, 





THE GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF THE IPSWICH UNION v. THE 
GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF THE MACCLESFIELD UNION— 
12th November. 


Poor Law—Lvunatic—Privatse Patient BEcomING Parper—CHARGEABILITY 
—Lwvnatic Asytums Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 97). 


but who had subsequently become a 
made for her by her ae 

than a year prior to March, 1886, with her father 
acquired a status of irremovability there. In 

the Parkside Asylum at Macclesfield as a private . In October, 
1888, the clerk of the asylum wrote to the clerk of 

informing him that, as the relatives of the pauper had given notice 
would cease paying for her maintenance as a private patien 
30th of September then last, she had been transferred to the list of 
— chargeable to the Macclesfield Union. No order of 


ze 
F 


lunatic excu>+ th. above letter. 
paid for the pauper’s maintenance as a lunatic pri 
able to their union from the Ist of October, 
a as... ae to to them the 
maintenance ordcri e i nion repay 

expended for the maintenance of the pauper for a year. This order 
confirmed by the Chester Quarter Sessions 
Section 95 of the Lunatic Asylums Act, 


pauper lunatic is confined under the i i 
the purposes of this Act, be c le to the parish from 
the instance of some officer or officiating whic 
sent, unless and until such ish shall have established 
provisions herein contained such lunatic is settled in 
parish, or that it cannot be ascertained in what ic i 
settled.” It was contended, on behalf of the \ ot Coa 
lunatic never became c le to the i and 
as they had paid for her maintenance i 
entitled to recover the sums so paid from the appellants. On the other 
side it was said that the lunatic, having become a pauper while in an 
asylum within the respondent union, was chargeable to that union in 
same way as if she had been found in the streets of Macclesfield. 
Tue Court (Hawxrys and Sreruex, JJ.) were of opinion 
contention of the appellants must prevail. Hawxrs, J., in deli 
judgment of the court, referred to various sections of the Lunatic 
‘Act, 1853, dealing with the reception of pauper lunatics into asyl 
outside their own county. The argument before the court had 
founded chiefly upon section 95; but, although the lunatic in 
case had become a pauper ae ee av 
ance, and her friends having to provide for her, 
confined in the asylum under the provisions of 
there as a pon Therefore section 95 did not apply 
Section 102 provided that the costs of pauper lunatics who were 
able were to be borne by the parish wherein they were 
removal. There could be no doubt that, if it could be made 
this pauper lunatic was sent to the Macclesfield asylum under 
visions of that Act, the cost of her maintenance could be recovered 
m the appellants; but there was no order of justices under that 
Act authorizing her to be sent to that asylum, for she 
by her relatives. Again, when they ceased to pa 
was obtained from a justice making it incumbent on 
receive and maintain her. There was ——s 
made her chargeable to the respondents, and 
made she would have been chargeable > Sie. epeinty Se not to 
the respondents. It was a mistake on the part of have 
paid the amount they paid to the asylum, and as they were not liable 
they could not recover from the aj ts. There seemed to be -, 
vision in the Act for the very singular circumstances of that case. 
court gave ga: po as to whether the asylum authorities could have 
obtained an order | the appellants pay direct to them ; but the 
order which had been le inst the appelian ts was bad, and failed. 
25 & 26 Vict. c. 111, s. 26, t with the retention of a private patient 
after he had become a pauper, and made no provision as to his main- 
tenance. The Lunacy Act, 1889, did not affect the case. Appeal allowed. 
—Counset, BE. H. Lloyd and R. C. Gla; Jelf, QC., and Mershell. 
Sonrcrrors, Rerworthy, for Vulliamy, Ipswich; Stephens ¢ Stephens, for 
May, Macclesfield. 
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It is announced that the Queen has been pleased, on the recommenda- 
tion of the Secre for Scotland, to we of the appointment of Mr. 
Alexander Low, advocate, Sheriff of Ross and Cromarty, to ail the 
vacancy on the Scotch judicial bench occasioned , An death of the 
Honourable Lord Lee, one of the Senators of her Majesty's College of 
Justice in Scotland, 

The Times announces that the following Queen's Counsel, who pra 
before Mr. Justice Kay, will now before Mr. Justice Kekewich >— 
Messrs, Marten, Millar, and w. Mr, Warmington, Q.C., will also 

stise in Mr, Justice Kekewich’s court, Mr. Horton Smith, Q.C., Mr. 
eville, Q.C,, and Mr, Haldane, Q.C., will in future practise before Mr. 
Justioe Romer, Mr, , Q.C., and Mr. Edward Oatler, Q.6., will 
henceforth practise before Mr. Justice Stirling. Mir. Samvel Hall, QC. 
will practise before Mr, Justice North, 
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i PRIVATE BILL LEGISLATION. 


Tue following paper on this —— was read by Mr. R. J. Tanourprm at 
the Nottingham meeting of the Incorporated Law Society :— 
the gb 1885 I read a at the meeting of the society at Liverpool 
on ibject of Private Tagidetiva, dealing with a scheme embodied 
in a Bill introduced by the late Mr. Craig Sellar for establishing a com- 
mission of a peripatetic character to deal with private Bill legislation in 
its preliminary stages. The failure of that Bill to gain a footing in the 
House of Commons led to the adoption by both Houses of Parliament of a 
course which in my paper I ventured to suggest as an absolutely necessary 
precedent to any alteration of the present system—namely, a complete 
and exhaustive examination into and report upon the present mode of 
procedure in both Houses, with a view to ascertaining—Ist, whether any 
alteration in the present system is advisable ; and 2nd, in what direction 
the alteration, if deemed advisable, should be made. In my paper in 1885 
I pointed out that the establishment of a commission such as that proposed 
by Mr. Sellar’s Bill would have the effect of prolonging inquiry, increasing 
expense, and ensuring results far less satisfactory in the majority of cases 
those obtained under the present system. Since the date of the 
meeting two a events affecting the subject have oc- 
: Ist, the matter has enquired into by a joint committee of both 
and the report of that committee has been issued ; and 2nd, the 
Government Bill has been passed. The joint committee was 
3 in the session of 1888, and the main points to which it appears 
have directed its attention were the saving of the time and labour 
: by members of the House of Commons on private Bill com- 
mittees, and the saving of expenditure to promoters and others interested 
in Bill legislation. ~ ae mone ome Oe am to me, in a now somewhat 
experience of private practice, that the House fees connected 
with this branch of legislation are excessive, and far more than requisite to 
meet any € are necessary for keeping the machinery for workiigthe 
going. This view has proved to be correct by a return ited 
to the joint committee, which shows that for the ten or twelve years 
the inquiry the average annual sum of the fees of both Houses 
in round numbers to £58,000—viz., £28,000 for the Lords and 
£30,000 for the Commons, while the maximum estimate of the expense of 
both Houses in relation to private business was given at £20,000. Now it 
does seem that in this there is considerable room for reform ; 
and when it is considered that no Bill, however simple its object, can 


f 


ip 


at a less cost in House fees alone than upwards of £200, and that the bulk 
of those fees must be incurred at stages preliminary to the crucial point 
of imquiry, both Houses might fairly consider the expediency the 


readjustment and reduction of the heavy burdens now cast upon promoters 
and opponents of private Bills in respect of these fees. The reason 
forward this subject at a provincial meeting 
se the report of the committee states that 
arguments for local J, such as that suggested by Mr. Craig- 
s t gly urged in regard to schemes concern- 
@ particular community or district, such as municipal Bills, Bills for 
f boundaries, or for constructing or otherwise dealing with 
works affecting a strictly limited area’’: and because, after a prol 
and exhanstive inquiry, the joint committee ultimately reported that they 
were “brought to the conclusion that although a Commission must 
mecesearily be an experiment, it presents the best mode of an adeqate 
solution of the difficulties of the situation. Issued as it was simul- 
tameously almost with the passing of the Local Government Act, 1888, 
wander sections 54 and 57 of which a system of local inquiry in schemes 
ting particular communities or districts, such as various kinds of 
Bills, Bills of alteration of boundaries, &c., concerned, a crucial 
test of the value of this suggestion was given. The value of it was proved 
the marked increase that took place in the session of 1889 in the number 
of Bills by municipalities for extension of their boundaries, in 
eases to the utmost hmit to which they could reasonably hope to 
the sanction of Parliament, and by the fact that in apie of tuteo- 
tions freely raised by the Local Government Board and county authorities 
to such applications, on the ground that they could not be adequately or 
equitably dealt with till after the election of county councils under the 
Local Government Act, 1888, and that they should then be dealt with 
under the provisions of the Local Government Act way of Local 
Government Board Provisional Orders, Parliament not only sanctioned the 
majority of the schemes promoted ~ foes in the session of 1889, to the 
extent to which the evidence ved appeared to justify, but laid it down 
as a broad 6, through the chairman of the Police and Sanitary 
the ¢ & Commons, that in dealing with Bills affecting 
municipalities: and districts they would deal with each case on its own 
merits, and would not comeider thethselves in any way bound by any hard 
and fast rule as regards local inquiry, as to be inferred from the passing 
of the special provisions of the Local Government Act. But a still 
stronger comment upon the value of the argument referred to in the 
report joint committee, and the conclusion to which 
favour of 2 comnnission olving local inquiry, is to 
be found im the fact that the corporation of the important borough 
cf Wancheter, xcepting PAB agg ed act Bi IR 
Government. Board in their re pee 1884, did postpone their application 
her purposes commected with their 
istrict anti xtter the Le Op the county council, and did iy 
of to the Lacal Government Board last mi, 
vewalt that after an exhanstive local inquiry they obtained an 
6 in Pi y the 
Laneadhire Comet Commi, Who potttlcned te tote Hoses, and Be a 
the 


Sip enecandhagy ade ng body whose district was affected, in 
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oyment of nine counsel, besides solicitors, agents, and witnesses ; 

and all this in addition to a long exhaustive local inquiry. The Leaming- 
ton Provisional Order shared the same fate, and was involved in a long 
Parliamentary contest after a local inquiry. I mention these two cases 
because they afford the nearest illustration of what will be the 
effect of localizing inquiry subject to Parliamentary revision, and 
particularly because they are precisely the sort of inquiry to which, 
as stated in the report of the jomt committee, the arguments 
for local inquiry were most strongly urged; and inasmuch as it was 
admitted that as regards schemes of a more character centralized 
inquiry is preferable if not unavoidable, it seems to me that this practical 
test of 1 inquiry under an Act specially passed for the purpose amongst 
other things of promoting local inquiry tends to shew that the result of an 
extended measure of the kind, such as that contemplated by Mr. Craig- 
Sellar’s Bill, will be that which in 1885 I ventured to predict it would be. 
The only suggestions thrown out by the committee in its report that have 
hitherto been adopted by the House have been (1) an alteratlon in the 
standing orders relating to the advertisement of Bills required by the 
standing orders to be inserted in the newspapers imi to the intro- 
duction of a Bill, which have been reduced from t to two; and (2) the 
introduction of a standing order — that discussion of. clauses by 
opponents in the first House should not prevent, as it had previously done, 
position on preamble in the second House, in case of failure to agree on 
clauses in the first House. Pressure of public business, and possibly a 
desire upon the of Parliament to watch and gain some experience 
from the practical working of the Local Government Act, prevented the 
introduction of any general measure dealing with the report of the joint 
committee of 1888 in the last session ; but there is a strong probability 
that the matter will be dealt with in some form or other in the session of 
1891, and it is for that reason that I have thought it well to bring the 
matter again forward for the consideration of the profession generally at a 
central meeting of this kind, where all shades of opinion from all parts of 
the country are so well represented, and because some expression of that 
opinion may assist Parliament in coming to a conclusion upon a measure 
of such importance to the country generally. The matter is, indeed, one 
not to be lightly regarded, particularly by corporations and local authori- 
ties, who have to consider the pockets of their constituents. Three 
suggestions for dealing with the question appear to have been considered 
by the joint committee. One, made by the late Duke of Buckingham and 
Chandos, then chairman of committees for the House of Lords, for com- 
pletely assimilating the standing orders of both Houses of Parliament, and 
consolidating them into the standing orders of Parliament, and establish- 
ing a joint standing orders committee of both Houses, and also establish- 
ing a system by which the two Houses should agree mutually not to allow 
a second opposed inquiry, after a Bill had been dealt with by a select com- 
mittee in the first House, without special cause shewn ; a second, by Mr. 
Edward Stanhope, for providing a commission to whom private Bills 
should be referred after second reading, with a view to conceding to the 
principle of local inquiry ; and a third by Mr. Courtenay, chairman of 
committees of the House of Commons, for the establishment of an external 
tribunal, to be called a commission, or by some other name, before which 
all applications which are now made to Parliament should be directly 
made, either on ition or in some other form, also with a view to 
local inquiry if ed requisite, and upon which a scheme should 
be settled analogous to the Statutes of Oxford and Cambridge, to 
be laid after completion before the two Houses of Parliament, with 
power to either House to veto the scheme in its entirety, but not to 
amend or remit the scheme back to the commission for amendment. 
The scheme propounded by Mr. Stanhope appears to be that which 
primarily commended itself to the committee, as affording a ready basis 
on which to proceed, and as combining a substantial accomplishment of 
the chief objects immediately aimed at with the least disturbance of 
existing interests and arrangements. Assuming Mr. Stanhope’s scheme to 
be the one to be considered, it would certainly involve, to make it com- 
lete, the incorporation of a portion at least of that aenaes by the late 
Duke of Buckingham, and upon which in my paper in 1885 I very strongly 
dwelt—namely, the complete assimilation and consolidation into standing 
orders of Parliament of the standing crders of both Houses, and the estab- 
lishment of a joint committee on standing orders. The committee added 
to their report that, the suggestion being adopted and proving satisfactory, 
it would admit at some future time of its being simpl and extended on 
the lines proposed by Mr. Courtenay and others. Now two things are clear 
on the of the committee: (1) That a commission must be an experi- 
ment, (2) that the accomplishment of the objects immediately aimed 
at should be fraught with the least disturbance of existing interests and 
arrangements. reason for this is obviously to leave a loophole open 
for ——aara the old system, should the e mental new 
jure any cause. It would be im le to examine 


minutely here the of Mr. Stanhope. In general terms it was that 
Parliament #! retain ite control over private Bills, substituting in 
place of private Bill committees some y which can investigate the 


matters included in Bills, or at any rate part of them, on the spot, and 
that the inquiry should take place either entirely locally or to the extent to 
which the commission to be constituted should determine. He em 
that the chairman of committees of the House of Lords and the chairman 
of ways and means of the House of Commons should both «it as ex officio 
mem , for the purpose of ha the , and enabling 
the Houses of P: to be ——- of the proceedings of the Com- 
mission. He goes on to suggest the utilization of the way Commis- 
sioners and the ma renee og the-fadicial member of the latter body as 
chairman of the , and the addition of a certain number of 

to ono of their number the 


_—, members, with er to delegate 
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that the court should themselves sit in London, Edinburgh, or Dublin, or 
in any other place which might be convenient to all parties, to hear any 
other evidence, and particularly that of skilled witnesses, and that the 
decisions of the Commissioners should be reported to Parliament with the 
evidence, and that thereupon Parliament should proceed to third reading 
of the Bill, as it does now, with power to the House of Lords or Commons 
to direct a rehearing upon a specific point by the Commissioners, if it were 
thought that some particular question had not been sufficiently considered. 
On being questioned as to whether he proposed that the Commission should 
sit only during the session, or, vacations excepted, all the year round, Mr. 
Stanhope admitted that it would be difficult to make them sit before the 
meeting of Parliament, because one of his suggestions was that the Bill 
should be read a second time before being remitted to the Commission, 
but he saw no reason why the inquiry should not continue if 
it be not concluded when the session comes to an _ end. 
It is difficult to see exactly where the great advantage of this scheme lies. 
Inasmuch as it contemplates the second reading of the Bill before the Bill 
is referred to the commissioners, a very large proportion of the House fees 
would be incurred before the reference, and the only difference in those 
fees that would occur would be simply the saving of the fees now payable 
at the committee stage. But against the latter must be put the increased 
fees that would be incurred in taking counsel, skilled witnesses, and others 
to local inquiries, and also the fees that would necessarily be incurred in 
hearing fees, &c., in connection with the commission, and which would 
probably not be less than those a in the case of committees. Again, 
it does not ap to be contemplated that saving of time would be effected, 
inasmuch as it is suggested that inquiries should be allowed to continue after 
the session has closed, and that Bills not concluded at the end of a session 
should be taken up again in the next ensuing session, on the decision of 
the commission being brought up, for third ing, and that at that stage 
it should be com> tent to either House to remit Bills to the commissioners 
for further inquiry. Furthermore it is very doubtful whether, as suggested 
by Mr. Stanhope, members would obtain much, if any, relief, for there 
can be little doubt that in all cases of great importance points must arise 
on the decision of the commission which would give rise to motion upon 
motion on third reading to approve or disapprove of or to refer back 
reports of the commission, and thus, though the time of members sitting 
on committees might be saved, the still more valuable time of the House 
would be taken a in prolonged discussions and divisions on private 
business, to the still greater delay and congestion of public business than 
now exists. It must be borne in mind that all such motions would have 
to be made at the time of private business, and in the case of weighty 
Bills the prolonged debates that would arise would be a serious tax both 
upon members and the public time. On the whole it seems to me that, 
notwithstanding the points taken by the joint committee, the first step 
towards alteration of the present system should rather be in the direction 
of a modification of existing arrangements of the kind suggested by the 
late Duke of Buckingham, than in the immediate —— of any system 
that would involve so great a departure from a form of procedure that has 
so long worked well and equitably for both parties as would be involved in 
the adoption of a suggestion such as that made by Mr. Stanhope, or that 
made by Mr. Courtenay. I think the matter is one that requires the grave 
consideration of this society, 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 


Law Srupgnts’ Desattne Socrery.—18th Nov.—Mr. Clarence Harcourt, 
solicitor, in the chair.—Mr. Lithiby moved: ‘‘ That in view of the injury 
likely to arise from the fiscal policy of the United States, as indicated in 
the McKinley Act, it is desirable that measures of retaliation should be 
adopted in this country.’’ Mr. Stewart Smith opposed. The following 
gentlemen addressed the meeting during the evening :—In the affirmative, 
Mr. Harry Watkins. In the negative, Messrs. W. H. Stevenson, Ernest 
Todd, A. W. Watson, J. Cornelius Wheeler, E. Campbell-Johnstone, 
Rupert Blagden, T. H. Bower, and J. A. Meadmore. Xtter a reply by 
Mr. Lithiby, the chairman put the motion to the meeting, when the same 
was lost by a majority of fourteen. There were thirty-nine members and 
one visitor present. 





CALLS TO THE BAR, 


The following gentlemen have been called to the bar during the present 
Michaelmas Term :— 

Lincoun’s Inn.—John Swift Whatton, M.A., Cambridge; Malcolm 
M’Ilwraith, Licencée en Droit de la Faculté de Paris; Charles Edward 
Grey, B.A., Oxford; Ernest Edward Holcombe Birch, B.A., Oxford; 
Frederick Herbert Maugham, B.A., Cambridge; John Michel’ Jackson ; 
Frederic Graham Hughes, B.A., Cambridge; Gilbert Kenelm Treffry 
Purcell, B.A., Oxford; and Thomas Kirkpatrick Nuttall, B.A., Oxford. 

Inner Teurix.—William Mitchell Acworth, M.A., Oxford; George 
Boyce Allen, Oxford; George Herbert Gunner, B.A., Oxford; William 
Fleetwood Sheppard, M.A., LL.M., Cambridge; Charles Brook Dobson 
M.A., Oxford; Henry Ludlow Lo os, B.A., Oxford ; Loftus Henry Kendal 
Bushe-Fox, M.A., LL.B., Cam ridge ; Henry Osborne, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Archibald Watson Watson, B.A., Oxfort; Ndward do Lisle 
Coll neon, B.A., Oxford; Charles Arthur Rhodes, B.A., Oxford; 
Francis Russell Burrow, B.A,, Oxford; Louis Miéville, Oxford: Henry 
James Theodore Wood, M.A., Cambri ; Paul Mortimer Francke, 
B.A., Oxford ; Sydney Bourne Balden ; Edward Murray Sturges, M.A,, 





Cambridge ; Samuel Bostock, B.A., Cambridge; Hamlet Edward Clark, 
B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; Sidney Arthur 2 ala LL.B., Cambridge, 
B.A., Sydney; William Cecil Bernard, M.A., LL.B., Cambridge: 
Herbert Frederic k Mayes, Oxford; Samuel Constantine Burke, B.A., 
Cambridge ; William Henry Pat B.A., LL.B., Cam- 
bridge (holder of a scholarship in Equity, a July, 1890); Kizhakepat 
Palat Krishna Menon, Madras; Maxwell Hall, M.A., F.R.A.S., Cam- 
bridge ; John David M’Clure, M.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Charles James 
Naylor; Charles George Ward, M.A., Cambridge; Richard Mosey 
Stephenson, LL.B., London (holder of a scholarship in EB , awarded 
February, 1888) ; Richard Edward Lloyd Richards, B.A., ; James 
Salis Frederick Bacon, B.A., Oxford; John Bromhead Matthews 
— = a scholarship in Common Law, awarded July, 1889); and 
omas Sowler, B.A., Oxford. 

Mippte Tempie.—Robert Sidney Giles, B.A., Oxford; Montague 

Horatio Mostyn Turtle Pigott, B.A., Oxford, 30 Guinea Middle Temple 
International and Constitutional Law scholar, 1889; Arthur Bracy Lang- 
ridge, B.A., Corpus Christi College, Oxford; Bertram Griffiths Grimley, 
B.A., LL.B., Jesus College, Cambridge ; Charles Edward Hecht, M.A., 
Victoria University; Harry Walter Verdon, F.R.C.S.; Martin J 
Camacho; Ashiny Coomer Banerjee; Edwin Allen Howard ; 
Herbert Cordeux, B.A., Cambridge; Yasushi Hijikata, LL.B., Imperial 
University, Japan ; John Evelyn Ansell; Alfred Thomas Rees; Charles 
Reginald Clark, B.A., Oxford ; Arthur Ralph Pemberton; Hugh Wright, 
jun., Edinburgh University ; John Burgess Preston Karslake, B.A., 
Trinity College, Oxford; Clifford Luxmoore Drew; Henry Parker Lowe, 
B.A., Oxford ; and Harry Craufurd Thomson. 

Gray’s Ixn.—John Ernest Bagram, B.A., LL.B., Trinity Hall, Cam- 
bridge; Bernard O’Connor, B.A., M.D.; William Blache Wilson; 
Daniel Thomas Tudor; William Kendall ; and Sydney Gower Woods. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 
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articled to his father, and was admitted in 1843. On 
his father he succeeded to his business, which he 
of his death. His health began to fail after the 
some four months ago. He was the senior member of the profession 
Reading. He was a devout and consistent Churchman, of retiring and 
modest disposition. Everyone who knew him admired his clear judgment, 
scrupulous conscientic , and high sense of honour. 

Mr. Joun Hensman, solicitor (of the firm of Hensman & Son), of North- 
ampton, died on the 6th inst., aged eighty-eight. Mr. Hensman was the 
son of Mr. Buswell Hensman, of Kimbolton, and was born in December, 
1802, and was educated at Northampton. He was articled to Messrs. 
Christopher & Tyler Smith, of N and fini ice i 
the office of Messrs. Home, Loftus, & Young, of London, and was ad- 
mitted in 1825. In 1837 Mr. Hensman was i i 
office he held until 1857, when he was by the late Mr. John 
Jeffery. He was the last surviving member of the corporation who walked 
in procession when the Queen and the Prince Consort passed 
Northampton on their way to y House in 18H. He leaves 
aged widow, one daughter, and sons. His 
Hensman, late Attorney-General of Western Australia, and now a mem- 
ber of the Legislative Assembly of that country; Mr. 
solicitor, magistrates’ clerk for Northampton, clerk to 
and joint-secretary of the Northampton Law Society; and Mr. Arthur 
Hensman, surgeon, of London. The deceased was last year president of 
the Northampton Law Society. 


Mr. Epvwarp Danret Mettor, solicitor, died on the 8th inst. He 
was the fifth son of the late Sir John Mellor, and was born in 1843 
He was educated and mated at Trinity Hall, Cambri He 
was articled to Messrs. s &-Hollams mow Messrs. Hollams, 
Sons, & Coward), of Mincing-lane, and was admitted in 
Term, 1869, He joined the of Milne, Riddle, & Mellor, of 2, 
Harcourt-buildings, and after the retirement of both the senior 
he carried on the business alone until his appointment as chief clerk in 
1883, when it was transferred to the then firm of Bolton, Robbins, Busk, 
& Co. Mr. Mellor acted first as chief vi 
afterwards to Mr. Justice Kay, He has been more or less in indifferent 
health for a long time, The incident as to his appoin t before he had 
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— out ten consecutive certificates was referred to in our issee 
week. 


Mr. Roxgrt Crcrt Avstry, barrister, of The Nest, Jersey, and Kingsten- 
on-Thames, died at Kingston-on-Thames on the llth inst. He was the 
sixth son of Mr. John Drewett Austin, deceased, HLM, ¢ 
Department, and was born on the 29th of April, 18. He 
married to Anne, eldest ter of Mr, Badward Robert Shepherd, 
Newington. She died on the 18th of December, 1870, leaving issee, He 
was married, secondly, on the 15th of 1876, to Ellen, third daughter 
of Mr. Charles L. Browning, of Mr, Austin 
matrioulated at King’s College, London, as a stedent at 
Gray's-inn on the 6th of November, 1836, and was called to the bar on 
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10th of June, 1859, and practised on the South-Bastern Giroait. He ig 
some time acted.as deputy-judge of County Court Ne. 4, 
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Mr. James Antnony Cornett, solicitor, of Cardiff, died of typhoid 
fever at Cogan Pill, near Cardiff, on the 6th inst. He was the second son 
lames Stuart Corbett, J.P., of Liandough, and was born at 
845. He was educated at Cheltenham College, and was 

to Mr. Luard, of the well-known firm of Luard & Shirley, of 
Cardiff, and was admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1869. Mr. Corbett 
remained with Messrs. Luard & Shirley until 1874, when he entered into 
partnership with Mr. R. W. Griffith. On the death of Mr. Shirley he 


siti 


was ted solicitor to the Bute Estate, and about this time he married 
Miss the daughter of Mr. Phillips, of Pontypool. Mr. Corbett 
was clerk to the Penarth Local Board, and a commissioner for oaths. He 


was an extensive reader of general literature, and a sound archeologist, 

— his knowledge of the history and antiquities of Glamorganshire was 

great, indeed at the time of his death he was writing a topography 

of in anticipation of the visit of the British Association to Cardiff 
He leaves a widow and five children. 

a likin Joux Twrner, barrister-at-law, died at Lee-road, 
Blackheath, on the 12th inst. He was the fifth son of the late Mr. 
Francis Turner, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, and was born in 
1819. He entered as a student at the Middle Temple in January, 1839, 
and he was called to the bar in January, 1843. He married in April, 
1848, Caroline Grace, fourth daughter of Mr. John S. Ball, of Gorleston, 
Suffolk. He practised as an equity draughtsman and conveyancer at 7, 
New-square, In’s-inn, W.C. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Joserx ae Ssrrx, solicitor (of the firm of Travers Smith, 
Braithwaite, & Robinson), of 4, Throgmorton-avenue, E.C., has been 
elected Master of the Guild of Fishmongers. Mr. Smith was admitted a 
solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1843, and is a perpetual commissioner and 

a commissioner for oaths. This is the second occasion on which a solicitor 
has filled the office of Master of the Guild of Fishmongers. 


Mr. Leoxarp H. Wast, LL.B., solicitor, of Leeds and Brough, has 
been appointed to deliver two short courses of lectures before the Bradford 
Law Students’ Society upon ‘‘ The Law of Contracts’’ and ‘“‘ The Law of 
Trusts and Trustees.” 


Mr. Frepertcx Day Asxey, solicitor, of The Park, Highgate, N., has 
been appointed Clerk to the Local Board for the District of Hornsey, 
Middlesex. He was admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1870, and was 
subsequently appointed a commissioner for oaths. He had been a member 
of the local and school boards for Hornsey, and also of the Edmonton 
Board of Guardians, and had filled other public offices. 

Mr. Joun Woopuovse, solicitor (of the firm of Stanley & Woodhouse), 
of 20, Abchurch-lane, London, has been a — a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Woodhouse obtained honorary a 
examination, a pe 0 oe er February, 1 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Drissoivrions. 

Ricuarp Browx, Artucre Ecctrzs Arsswortu, and Wiis Lovis 
Sutrros, solicitors (Brown, Ainsworth, & Shipton), Buxton. Nov. 12. 

Ricnarp Brows and Arruce Eccirs Aryswortn, solicitors (Brown & 
Aimsworth), Stockport. Nov. 12. 

Jous Laruam Press, James Insxrr, and Hexxy Crewnsoy, solicitors 
(Henry Brittan & Co.), Bristol. So far as regards the said Henry Crewdson, 
who retires from the firm as from June 30. [ Gazette, Nov. 14. 


Apprscros Newros Otprse and Wr Hexsert Opie, solicitors 
[ Gazette, Nov. 18. 








GENERAL. 

The following comments by the Albany Law Journal on the appointment 
of a successor to Mr. Justice Miller, on the bench of the United States 
Supreme Court, afford a somewhat curious contrast to our effete English 
notions -—** The struggle to get into Mr. Justice Miller’s empty gown was 
begun before that garment had fairly lost the impress of his form. Ever 
so Ingny are ready and anxious to rattle around in his place. We may as 
well say at the outset that we are not in favour of Mrs. Elizabeth Cady 
Stanton, who has been named for the place by some sort of a society in 
Washington. Mrs. Stanton is an excellent man in her way, and would 
, but we do not understand that she is a 


H 
oi 


lawyer, and some of law is indispensable to the proper dis- 
charge of judicial dutic=. Henry Hitchcock, of St. Louis, is a very 
fit person for the post, in residence, age, attainments reputation, cast of 
mind and dignity, and w character. We know nothing of his 


eight of . 
politics, and we suppose the Ar eect tape clit “cess patna 
the Senate would not be apt to confirm a Democ 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
samee —Oct. 25, at Malabar Hill, Bombay, the wife of Basil Lang, barrister-at-law, of a 


howe. —Nov. 15, at Gloucester-gardens, Hyde-park, W., the wife of John Mews, 
barrister-at-la ppg See me 


Woopcock. lev, i, the wife of Arthur Baldwin ‘Woodcock, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at- 
law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGE. 
BurrerworTH—ParTrerson.—Nov. 15, at All Saints’ Church, , Arthur 
i Butterworth, of the Inner W, Tineeen ‘one of the ome 


» 0 
Prosecutors for New South Wales, to 


Patterson, 0: 
ey daughter of the late cP my ey of h, aL pene ay al 
3 DEATHS. 


Aust1x.—Nov. as - -Thames, Robert Cecil Austin, of The Nest, Jersey, 


ray’s-inn. 
Harris.—Nov. iB,  P Tiops ‘Manor, Northolt, Middlesex, George Harris, LL.D., F.8.A., 
= of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, formerly one of the Registrars of the ( Court 


eau’ ‘ov. 15, at King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Thomas Martin Wilkin, solicitor and coroner 
for ey: aged 75. ° 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazetie—Pripay, Nov. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep tn CHancery. 
Brack Movstars Sirica Sanp, Lime, Brick, anp Coeaenee Co, Luaren—By an order 
made by , J, dated Nov 1, it was winding up of the 
company be continued. Childs & Co, Chancery lant, eguets Sor rodie, Lianelly, solor 


for petner 
L. Avant & Co, Limrrep—Chitty, J, has fixed Tuesday, Nov 25, at 12, at his chambers, for 
appointment of official liqui 
North, J, dated Nov 1, it was ordered 
ord, Queen 


ppoin' r 
Somerset Hore: Co, Limrrep—By an order made 
that the company be wound up. Lickorish & Victoria st, solors for 


AVERLEY COMMERCIAL AND Famity Hore. Co, Lunrrep—Petn for winding ws presented 
Nov 8, directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, Nov 22. inter & Co 
Bedford row, sm Soe for petner 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, Nov. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep iy CHANCERY. 


Breap Suprty Assocratioy, apa te for winding up, presented Nov 17, directed to 
- heard before Kekewich, J, on Saturday, Nov 29. Gover, Queen st, Cheapside, solor 
or 


petners 
Commerctat Bask or Evrorr, Liwrrep—Creditors uired, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and paxticulars of their lebts or claims, to John Edward 
Thomas Wells, 97, te st Within Bishopsgate st solor for liquidator 
Damaxt & Co, Pa itty, J, has fixed Nov 28, at 11, at his chambers, for app 
ment of offic,al liqui 
Day Dawy a asp 9 GoLp Misixe Co, Luurep (a Cupar y registered in England)— 
Creditors ar required, on or before Feb 28, to wend eir names and addresses, and 
particulars of their debts or daims, to Charles Douglas Napier Grant, 1 and 2, Great 


ae Mascanzse Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 14, directed to 
be heard before North, h, 3 on Saturday, Ne Nov 29. Badham & Williams, Salters’ Hall ct, 

or ‘or petner 
sas ins poe fone Liarep—Petn preferred Oct 27 orders that the abovementioned 
wound up. James & James, Ely pl, Holborn, agents for Thorney & Son, Hull, 


ot solors 
New Hatrresxy Lerrer Co, Linrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec ~ to 
send their names and and the of their debts or claims, to James 


Rivers ee, 5 4, Sussex pl, and Percy Collingwood, 101, Leadenhall st Morley, 
Newtox Hearn ¢ oon , Linrrep—Credit 


their and addresses, and sol tho penton at Gone F Sae or cinina ty’ Wilken 

names 

Thomas Evang, Bavin Sith, and Thomas Pitcher Hobinony Yorn Panky Wiliams, 

8: Co, Liurrep—Petn for bee B os - - 18 ay a 

POY ey ‘ov 

N J, on Nov 29. Williamson Go, Nbechemnainaajaciainter 

Sues’ Aretvan Rerort Association, Limrrev—Creditors are req on or before Dec 

he a ee See Oe ee, a ee ee or claims, to 
Archibald Graves 








Unsiimirep 1x —~ 


Coxservative Bexevit Bosoine pen pen id has, by an order dated Oct 30, 
appointed Thomas Stephen Evans, 6 and 6, Bucklersbury, to be otticial liquidate r 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Misexzves Besurit Socixty, Reading Room, Miserden, Gloucester. Nov 12 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES, 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gazette-—Tuxsvay, Nov. 11. 
Arsswontn, Davin, Darwen, Lancaster, Gent. Dec9. Registrar; Manchester, Boote & 


Dorrox, Isnaxs Jonx, Chester, Pawnbroker. Deo 1, Dodd v Dutton, Chitty, J. Churton, 


Gueexwoov, Joux Tnouas, Lauriston Podiner Oil and Color LY Dec 19, 
2 ey ler foo mg a er Liverpodl 


sommes, poerene eer a Deo 19. Duns, Seown - Co v yee, 
Warnes, Tuonas Pouuus n Wells, Solicitor. Deo b. Baird v Walker, ie Kay, J. 
Thatcher, Keoex st, Strand 
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BRaHAM, JAMES Fobiows, Uj 
R Nisbet, Lincoln’ 
Bums, J ag ty Epw rhe Hereford 
Williams & Co, Laurence Pountney hil 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 


past, ANDREW Wi11am, Holloway rd. Dec 15. The Victory, Limited, v Barry, North, 


ONES, ~ ee. 


ier, 
1cHaRD, Aberystwith, Hotel Keeper. Dec 12. 
Smith, Aberystwith 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 14. 
RECEIVING sn 


ae Bg es Ryay, Burnley, nee Hotel 
aig | Pet Nov 11 Ton N ov ll 
th. arr ord a, Fish Bayer Pembroke 
Dock Pet Novil Ord Novi 
BnockINGTon, WaAtter, and hl Ernest BrockixetTon, 
, Jobmasters Exeter Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 10 
Brown, Chants, Fulham pk S, ’/~% "5 
Court Met Nov li Ord Nov 11 


Bye, eacen Birchington, Kent,  epeeeied Builder Canter- 
‘bury Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov i 

CampBELL, Niet Epwarp ong gg = | rd, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer High Court Pet Sept 27 Ord 

ov 

Casmi, LAWRENCE, nae ~y' Burdett rd, Bow, Master 
Mariner High Court Oct 23 Ord Nov 11 

Coates, ANTHONY, Clifton. - ifax, Farmer ifax 


Pet Nov11 Ord Nov ll 

Coepoy, Atrrep Tomas, and Ma.cotm Georce Ross, 
London , Soft My Manufacturers High Court 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 

Dean, Joun WALTON, Kildwiek, Yorks, Farmer Bradford 
Pet Nov1l Ord Nov1 

Dvuerven, Jon, andey Hust, and Jony Srernen 
DverpeN, Blowick, nr Southport, Leather Lace Manu- 
facturers ag othe Oct 25 Ord Nov 10 


E.urott, Rosert, Hosier Preston Pet Nov 10 
Ord Nov 10 
Fisner, CHARLES, Postestes, Pork Butcher Sheffield Pet 
« Nov a Ord ~~ .- hoes 
RUNDY DWARD GEORGE ieteedt, state t 
Liverpool Pet Sept 27 Ord Nov 1 


Besa, ee, York, Joiner York Pet Novy 10 Ord 

ov 

Harris, Tuomas, Crewe, Cheshire, Butcher Crewe Pet 
Novi10 Ord Nov 10 

Harwoop, Freperick Rosert, East Cowes, I.W., Green- 
grocer Newportand Pyde Pet Nov1i Ord Nov 11 

Haywarp, Emma, Bath, Grocer Bath Pet Nov 5 Ord 


Nov ll 
Heperr, Isaper, Paignton, Devon, Boarding house 
Keeper East a may ” Pet ‘Nov ‘10 Ord Nov 10 
ones, ee, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Oct 30 Ord 
‘ov 
oe > ame. Staffs, Grocer Walsall Pet 
ov 11 
Hunt, Exec — urstow, Chester, Cattle Dealer Nantwich 
and et Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
It.z, f Pec and Eu Ricnarp Prorennavusr, Brigh- 
ton, taurant Proprietors Brighton Pet Nov 11 
Ord Nov 11 
Kyox, Watrter, Stopford rd, Upton Manor, Plaistow, 
a cea Clerk High ‘Court Pet Oct 27 Ord 
ov 
Leiguton and Oniver, Finsbury circus, Stock Dealers 
High Court Pet July 21 Ora Nov 10 
Misashene. Freperick Lewis, St Swithin’s lane, Promoter 
f — Companies High Court Pet Sept 12 Ord 
ov 
Manysrietp, Jonny, ae » Ca ter Coven Pet 
Nov12 Ord Nov 1 ‘a ape ws 
Mararas, Benyamin Wa. L1AMs, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman 
- Gt or De ll pd Nov 11 © 
3 ETRUS, icon sq, Silk Importer Jourt 
et Nov 11 Ord Nov 1 ts ™ tees 
Mu cous Sypyry, Et, Moors, Cardiff, Boot Dealer 
Cardiff Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 
Norrucore, Avavstus, St Paul’s churchyard, Lace Ware- 
houseman h Court Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 11 
Otpman, ALrrep Epwarp, Bethnal Green rd, C 
m r Court Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Scorr, Jony, worth, Norfo 
itor Norwich ‘Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 10 
Simpsoy, Ropert, and Catuenive Srrsox 
China Dealers’ Swansea Pet Novli Ord Nov 11 
Smiru, James, Leith, Edinburgh High Court Pet Nov 10 
Ord Nov 10 
Srenpine, Anrnur Cuantes, Bromley, Kent, Stationer 
© Nov7 Ook Hert 
Sreruuns, Groraz Epwanrp, N Pembs, Chemist 
Bre soto = —— ov il v ma North e 
ks, Samu, Pleasant grove, Yor! King’s Cross, 
‘at Melter "High Court Pet Oct 17, on Nov 10 
Temrte, Hevay Poxtate, Wha) Drove. 
Farmer King’s Lynn Pet Nov 11 ord Nov it 
has Wituianm, wich, Grocer Green 
Ww ret Nov 10 nig by S nade 
mesruny, ALCOLM pavement, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 10 
Wourr, Harny Speuas, Newcastle under Lyme, Grocer 
toa mm, ene Tunstall Pet Nov 12 Ord 
Woot, » Cunteroruns Cypuenes South grove, Waltham- 
wow g I ease Het Nov eS Ord Nov 10 
« t, LEXANDER, jepor rot Repairer 
land Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 


Wares, saves, See Solicitor. Dec 13. Fairbrother v Allen, 


London Gazetite.—Fripay, Nov. 14; 
Norwood, Gent. Dec 19. Daw v Samuel, North, J. 


Hyde eet, Gent. Dec 3. Bunn v Bunn, Chitty, 


eee a Bolton, Provision Dealer. Dec 20. McCormick vy McCormick, North, 








a Hlewrmedy have awed meg ss! 
18. 


If you require an 
Novelli v Jones, Chitty, J. 





Temperance PenMaNENtT 


» 








RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
| Roserts, Davi, Liverpool, Saddler Liverpool Rec Ord 
Rese Nov 11 


April 3 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALLEN, Epwarp. Cornwall, Farmer Nov 25 
ll 10, Rennes Bg 


at 1 A Plymouth 
ae ee Pies igh ot Rochester Auctioneer’s Clerk, 
Nov 30 Of 


Sauna lll, I Neolte i Maker Nov 

21 at 12.30 Off x, Lousiborouh, Leicester 
Brock1xeton, WALTER, Aurrep Ernest a 
Nov — at 12 


Brows, Frank, Hii H Dealer ‘Nov 24 at 3.15 
a, ea itchin, Herts, Hay 


Brown, erage on ay, Beds, Timber Dealer 
Nov 25 at 11 Court house, Luton 
eer Asranam, Lower rd, Deptford, Butcher Nov 24 


st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cuamp.ey, THos ANGER, ‘Saddler Nov 21 
atli Off Rec, 
Y eae Nov 24 


t1 74, New 
ner ws ‘ito ar Halas 
Cocteeien wk Blowgh, ‘Backs Victualler 
“Tem; ce avenue 


Nov 24 at 3 ° 95, 
Cutier, James Henry, Devonshire sq. 
Merchant Nov 24 a = 33, Carey st, 


out, Wine 

’s inn 

Davies, Ricuarp, Liandyrnog, nr Denbigh, Farmer Nov 
25 at 1.20 Buil Hotel, Denbigh ie 


Dvuaean, James Micuazt, Preston, Oyster Dealer Nov 28 
at3 Off Rec, 14, 

Epwarps, Henry, Stratford upon Avon, Baker Nov 25 at 
3. Off Rec, 17, Hertford st Coven 


ventry 

Exuiott, Rosert, , Hosier Nov 28 at 2 Off Ree, 
4, Chapel st, 

GRAHAM, ALTER, Air he ees Nov 28 at 11 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s ; 

Groves, Hargtson, ed iml Nov 28 at 
2.30 33, st, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Sons, Sm cree ak Oxford cathe ak Tineele ~ 24 at 2.30 

bidgs, Portugal wind ey s inn fields 
Haug Mat set lg ‘ov 24.at 12.10 Off Rec, 


m.....3 Freperick Rosert, East Cowes, I. W., Green- 
grocer Nov 22at3 Hi chmbrs, Ne I. W. 
Hever, Logs Balsall Worcs, Baker Nov 28 at 


Hunter, G. W., Brewer Nov 25 at 12 33, 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
Jay, Samve. Arrnvur, Amott rd, East Dulwich, Civil 
Service Clerk Nov 25 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Por- 
: : st, Lincoln’s inn fields a “ 
ONES, ‘oun, Ladywood, Birmingham, Buil ov 28 
Colmore row, Birmingham 
aa Frank, Manchester, out of business Nov 24 at 3 
thon’ Opden’s chnbre I Bridge st, Manchester 
tame = Dease, Brook green, no occupation 
Nov 25 at 2.30 33, st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lusty, Hevyry, Timber Merchant's 
—- Nov 24 at 11.30 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


scuamier A Lamont, Stoke Newington rd, Doctor of 
Medicine N Nov 27 at 11 33, Carey st, st, Lincoln’s inn 


soncentt Tomas. i Clerk in Hol 

Sgr ge 

Morris, Joux, Hi Norwich, Tailor Nov 22 at 12 
Off Reo, 8, 


eigham. 
st, Norwich 

Pows.1, Joun, wick, Staffs, Timber Merchant Nov 
24at 11 25, Colmore row, 

Res, Joux, Custom House, Lower Clerk in the 
Custom House Nov 25at1 33, Carey st, Li ’s inn 


field 
sere Pixxu lool 8 f Maker Nov 24 
x Off Ree, 22, vate Sew 


PH. 
peistor , ea ange Norwich 


Roarrs, Josern J. syee, mt tem FS Dee lat 
8 oo han Putney, aac, Builder Nov 2iatil 24 
imrsox, Joun, , 
Railwa: ‘London’ 


Stoxs, W ° Surrey, Nov 21 at 12 


a, approach, London Bridge 
Tompson, THowae, Leeds, Teacher Nov 24 at 12 Off Rec, 


Wannkx, Peaxe Herta) Baker Nov 2 at 
x, NK, er ov 
0’ eee ee 


2.30 25, row, Birmingham 
ane Bete har eg Landport, Plumber Dee 1 at 4 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barker, Cuan and Axx Barker, Winchester, 
Merchants Pet Oct 81 Ord Nov 16 
Bartow, Cunistrormme Rya bit 
Bovaxn, Cuasces H Be Xo io ong mt 
RNB -~y -+ 
De Pet Oct Ord Nov 8 





Bowrn, Howarv een Coventry, Auctioneer Coventry 
Ott Od horis 


‘WARNING TO INTENDING io oe Seegee ig seaming ya expert from The 
tninster (Esta Estab. ists, ing & Veto Go opp, Town Hal sors, = Wo 


ofnestngsenntanee, antl yon orien 


tinted Your mumey safely iShares or a Depot ta moderne eo interest, apply to 


Ladgate-hill, E.C.—[Avvr.} 


B Watrer, and Arrrep Eaxest Brocxrxertos, 
~ Eneter, Jobmastews, Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 10 


as oe 


Epucunp, ae, Betiagen, Sant, Samatly 
— Pet Nov 11 Novil 
Coates, Antuoxy, Clifton, nr Halifax, Farmer Halifax 
li Ord Novil 


Deax, Joux Wattox, 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 


Dosie, James, ra Builder High 
Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 11 
Epwa Hewry, Seetiees agen Aven, Boker Warwick 
‘ov 3 Ord Nov - 
er ss . Preston Pet Nov 10 
Fisuer, C , Pork Butcher Sheffield Pet 


a 
G ley a Cambridge 
ILES, GEORGE, 
Glass Manufacturer High 
Ord Nov 11 
was, = assene, York, Joiner York Pet Nov10 Ord 
‘ov 10 
Hares, Taomas, Crewe, Cheshire, Butcher Nantwich and 
Crewe Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
soon Roepe amd Bede’ Pet Nov 10” Ora or it 
grocer Newport ‘ov ‘ov 
Henptey, Samvet, Caxton, Cantab, Clerk in G.P.O. High 
Court Pet = - 23 Ord Nov 12 
Hort, Arruvr, i Staffs, Grocer 
Nov 11 Ord Nov ll 
IsuHerwoop, Axx, 
Oldham Pet 


Lewis, Atrrep Deass, green, no occupation High 
a Court alge 23 Ord Nor 10 
EDHART, JoserH, Charlotte st, Fitzroy 
+ High Court Pet Sept 18 Ond Nov 12 
Het eootivwick, a ye: Merchant’ 
r West Bromwich Pet Nov 6 Oni Nov 10 
MaxeviEis, gems, Cesentay, Coventry Pet 
ov 10 
Marais, Bexsammy Wr S Caatr, Fisherman 
Gt Grimsby Pet Nov 11 Ord Now 
Muscrave, Sypyey, East Moors, Cundiff, Boot Dealer 
Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 8 
Merchant Hereford Pet 


Lwsty, 








Myer, Te > e Hop 
Ord Nov 


O.var, Soxarnas, aa Wirziam yy 


Pet Nov7 Ord Nov Il 
Sreruens, Grorczs Epwaro, N 
Dock Pet Nov 10 
Yorks, 











ALEXANDER, 
derland PetNovll Ord 12 
London Gazette.—Tursvay, Nov. 18. 
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Copeenn, Segont. 3 Rowde, Wilts, Plumber Bath Pet Nov 
‘ov 
Gover, Samvet Parsons, Easton, Southampton, no occu- 
Winchester "Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 
Gray, Jonn Witiiam Horace, and Assert Gray, 
Engineers High Court Pet Nov 13 
Ord Nov 18 


Minis James, Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet Nov 13 


Ho.pswortn, Wituiz, Northowram, nr Halifax, Whole- 
ectioner Halifax Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Irvine, oe, Braithwaite, nr Carlisle, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Jewett, Ricuarp,. Aylesbury, Carpenter Aylesbury Pet 
Nov 15 ‘ov 15 

Jounson, Grorce, Barnsley, Grocer Barnsley Pet Nov 14 
Ord Nov 1 


ridd, = Boot Maker Ponty- 
Nov 1 
Kiva, Som Fulham rd, Soa green High Court 
Pet Augil Ord Nov 15 
Kuincenper, Ropweit Berxarv Francis Louis Key, 
Glos, Commercial Clerk Bristol Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 15 


JorDan, ALFRED, Pon’ 
Pet Nov 13 


Leacn, — Courtenay, Tonbridge, Surgeon Dentist 


Wells Pet Novi12 Ord Nov 12 
ILLIAM, Liansamlet, Glam, Pickler in Tin 
Neath Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Lippeit, Grorce Auuisox, Jarrow, Provision Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 13 
Lorie, Micnaet, Portsea, formerly Livery _ Proprie- 
tor Portsmouth Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 
Marsn, Jonn Srrarrorp, and WiiitiAm aie E.uiort, 
late. Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Waterproofers High 
u Court Pet Nov 18 | Ord Nov 13. Weisel @ 
ASON, RY. enden, nr Hali ae 01 pinner 
Halifax Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 
Mortmer, Jonn Tuomas, nepal Greet, and Frank 
_—— Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet 


‘Leysnon, 
Works 


fov8 Ord Nov 15 
Nicwousor, G., a nr Bangor, Gent Bangor Pet Nov 
. ‘ov 1 
Osporn, a Bradford, Boot Manufacturer Bradford 
Pet N Ord Nov 
Pomenion.: fm Clifton, nr Brighouse, Farmer Halifax 
Nov 14 Ord Nov 
Pearce, Freperick, Westate-on-Sea, Builder Canterbury 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 1 


Puurrs, Grirritn enue, Swansea, Undertaker Swan- 
Nov13 Ord Nov 13 
Sace, Cuartes Frepericx Witi1am, Beaconsfield, Bucks, 
Aylesbury Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Suaryer, Ropert, Charing Cross rd, Lead Merchant High 
Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 13 

Suepuerp, Joun Wiiu1aM, Glodwick, Oldham, Warehouse- 
man Oldham Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Surrey, Epwixn Heaptey, Leicester, Painter Leicester 

Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Satu, Joseru, West Gorton, Manchester, Coal Merchant 
Manchester Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Sxow, Joun, Leicester, Butcher Leicester Pet Nov 13 
Ord Nov 13 

Sranrorp, Tuomas ey Sydenham, may Salesman’s 
Clerk Greenwich Pet Novi2 Ord Novi 

Sroxe, Wittiam Jouy, Balsall Heath, Wores, Builder 

orang ead a Copal le irom 

TRACHAN, GEORGE, ‘op gs, orton st, 

Stockbroker High Court Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 13 

Warp, R. C., Liverpool, Iron Merchant Liverpool Pet 
Oct 11 Ord Nov 14 

Wernsere, Jozt Gerson, Scrutton st, Curtain rd, Shore- 
au ditch, Cabin et Maker High Court Pet Nov 15 Ord 

‘ov 


Wuitzt, Rosert Howarp, a Kent, Landowner 
Maidstone Pet Novi15 O 

Wiis, Josern, Bristol, Outfitter Bristol Pet Nov 14 
Ord Nov 14 

‘Witmsnurst, Artuur, Willaston, Cheshire, Commission 

t Nantwich and Crewe Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Witsoy, Frepericx, Walkington, nr Beverley, Innkeeper 

Kingston-upon-Hull Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apausox, Frank, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker Dec 1 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Rang, Mary Nicuo..s, Sidmouth, Devon, Outfitter 
Nov 27 at10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cirs, Exeter 

Birp, Eowarp Francis, and Hexrix Wutrr, Gloucester, 
General Merchants Nov 25 at 3 Bell Hotel, Glouces- 


Bucwasax, Witriam Aperxeruy Piccadilly, Archery 
Manufacturer Dec 2atil 33, Carey st, Lincéln’s inn 
Bre! ne Birchington, Kent, formerly Builder Nov 
ll y bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Cuaumencacy, naan, Leicester, Shoe Manufacturer 
Nov 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Cocpox, Atrrep Tuomas, and Marcoum GrorcE Ross, 
Goods Manufacturers Nov 28 at 
- Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


Drax, —_~ Watson Kildwick, wo Farmer Nov 25 at 
ll Ree, 31, Manor row, B radford 

Evonem Tuomas, Moulscombe, Patcham, Sussex, Nursery: 
man Nov 25 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bides, 


ton 
Cnarves, Doncaster, —_ Butcher Nov.27 at 3.30 


lane, Sheffiel 
Fox, Wii ime, os Sialbroke ve rd, Notting hill, 
Assurance Agent 


gro 
Dec 2 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Gente Anson Mary, I , Widow Nov 2at12 Of 


‘Ree, 36, Princes st 
Ri Tailor Noy 28 at 10 Off Rec, 
~29, Sues , Condit 


Harker, Joun one ‘Manchester, Pork Butcher Nov 
26 at 2.20 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


Hannis, Tuomas, Crewe, Cheshire, Butcher Nov 25 at 4.30 
Royal Hotel, Crewe eee 





Haywarp, Emma, Bath, Grocer Dee2at3 Off Rec, Bank 
chmbrs, Bristol 


HEATH, Banat, Newbury, Berks, late Baker Nov 26 at 
Few & Dreweatt, Market PB Ni ewbury 
Henoer, Isaset, Paignton, Devon, Boarding house keeper 
Nov 25 at 11.30 10, Atheneum terr, Plymouth 
Hit, James, Bradford, Tailor Nov 27 at 11 Off Ree, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 
Hoarp, Witiiam Cuaries, and Atrrep FRancKiin 
Wiyter, Coleman st, South erican Merchants Dec 
. “i 12 Bankruptcy blds, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
el 
pags orTH, Wi.u1z, Northowram, nr Halifax, Whole- 
sale Confectioner Nov 27 at 12 Off Rec, ‘Townhall 
chmbrs, Halifax 
Hott, ARTHU R, Bloxwich, Staffs, Grocer Dec 3 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Walsall 
ro Evocu, Spurstow, Cheshire, Cattledealer Nov 25 at 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 
lhvninene, Joun. MasrTermay, Sheffield, Licensed Victu- 
aller Nov 27 at3 Off Rec, Fi ree lane, Sheffield 
—, bn ae and Emiz Ricuarp Prorennaven, Brighton, 
mietors Nov 25 at 3 Otf Kee, 4, 
Poctiion bi bldge righton 
Jenkins, Joun, Senny Bridge, Brecon, Innkeeper Dec 1 at 
J qe. gh ang k rd, K 
osepH, Isaac, Kennington Par ennington, Optician 
2at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
in ficlds 
LippeLtL, Georce ALuison, Jarrow, Durham, Provision 
Dealer Nov 27 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 
on Tyne 
MAnsriELp, Jouy, Coventry, Carpenter Nov 25 at 3.30 
Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Mason, Mary, Mixenden, nr Halifax, Worsted Spinner 
Nov 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
Mayyagp, Jouy, Bromley, Kent, Carman Nov 26 at 11.30 
24, Railway approach, London Bridge 
Muscrave, SypNey, Moors, Cardiff, Boot Dealer 
Nov 2 at3 Off Ree, == Queen st, Cardiff 
NEEDHAM, GEORGE, Brigg, Lines, Baker Dec 3at1 Off 
Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
OLIVER, Francis Hersert, and James Henry O iver, 
, Painters Nov 26at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Ossorn, Henry, Bradford, Boot Manufacturer Nov 27 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Parkinson, Josepn, Cli nr Brighouse, Farmer Nov 27 
at 11 To wnhail chmbrs, ax 

Suipiey, Epwix nena Leicester, Painter Nov 25 at 
3 Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Simpson, Ropert, ‘and CATHERINE Simpson, cenit China 
= Nov 26 at 12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swan- 


Sewn Joun, Leicester, Butcher Nov 26 at 3 Off Rec, 34, 
Friar lane, Leicester 

Srracuan, George, late Copthall bldgs, Throgmorton st, 
Stockbroker Nov 26 at 2. 30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

Symes, Samve., Pleasant grove, York rd, King’s Cross, Fat 
Melter Nov 26 at il 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 


fields 

Waveur, Epcar Weer, Duke st Mansions, Grosvenor 
sqr, Carpet Manufacturer Nov 25 at 12 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wituiams, James, and Amos Wit.iams, Hay, Brecon, 

ber Merchants Nov 25at2 Green Dragon Hotel, 

Hereford 

Wi.uiaMs, Josern, Bristol, Outfitter Nov 26 at 1 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, ristol 

Woxre, Harry Tuomas, Newcastle under Lyme, Grocer 
Declat3 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Woottey, J A, Old Radford, Nottingham, Miller Nov 25 

ati2 Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baryarp, Mary Nicnors, Sidmouth, Devon, Outfitter 
Exeter Pet Novis Ord Nov 13 

Burrows, Joun Gzorce Henry, Belgrave, Leicester, Beer 
Agent Leicester Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 22 

Casim1, Lawrence, Maidment st, Burdett rd, Bow, 
Master Mariner High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 15 

Cuisiemaien Wituiam, Leicester, Shoe ufacturer 
Leicester Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Cuamp_ey, Tuomas GranGer, Scarborough, Saddler Scar- 
borough Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 13 

Cuapman, Harry Swany, and Frepertcx Cuapman, Leices- 
te, Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet Novi4 Ord 

ov 15 

Duerpvex, Jonny, Water Hunt, and Joun SrTepuen 
Duenrpes, Blowick, nr Southport, Leather Lace Manu- 
facturers Liverpool Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 13 

Gispons, Atice Mary, Ipswich, Widow Ipswich Pet Nov 
10 Ord Nov 10 

Go.p1ne, Samvet, Rowde, Wilts, Plumber Bath Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 15 


Gover, Samuet Parsons, Easton, Southam gto no occu- 
pation Winchester "Pet Nov 13 Ord 
Hay at Emma, Bath, Grocer Bath Pet Nov 4 Ord 


Nov 

Nae, ly Paignton, Devon, Dorsiing ouse Keeper 
East Stonehouse Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 

Hitt, James, Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet Nov 13 
Ord Noy 18 

Hvupsoy, Mary Exuey, Earlstown, Lancs, Milliner War- 
rington Pet Oct 3 Ord Nov 14 

Iu.e, Leoroup, and Emit Ricnarp Prorennaver, Brighton, 
Restaurant Proprietors Brighton Pet Nov 10 Ord 

ov 14 

Irvine, Rosert, Braithwaite, nr Carlisle, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Jommen Groreer, Barnsley, Grocer Barnsley Pet Nov 11 


Nov 14 

Jorvax, ALrrep, Pontypridd, Glam, Boot Maker Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

tetonn, Wituiam, Liansamlet, Glam, raed in Tin 
Works Neath Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 

Loriz, Micuae., Portsea, formerly oo Stable Pro- 
prietor Portsmouth Pet Noy 14 Ord Nov 14 








Pet Oct 1 Ord Nov 15 
Marsu, ts Srrarrorp, and Witiram Pook Ex.iort, 
of Queen’s rd, fe gg] Waterproofers High 
Pet Nov 13 Nov 1 


Norrucore, Aueustus, St Paul’s church yd, Lace Ware- 
hi High Court 


maT Cont Frank, Queen Victoria st, Lithographic Printer 


jouseman Pet Nov 11 Grd Nov 13 

Otpmay, ALFRED Epwarp, Bethnal Green rd, Cheese- 
monger High Court Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 13 : 

Parkinson, Josepn, Clifton, nr Brighouse, Farmer Hali- 
fax Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 

Parsons, Joun Sperticuz, Crewkerne, Somerset, Hotel 
Keeper Yeovil Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 11 

Pearce, Freperick, W: te on Sea, Builder Canter- 
bury Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 15 

Panuvurs, Grirrira Rosert, amma Undertaker 
Swansea Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Scorr, Jonny, Hanworth, Norfolk, Threshing Machine 
Proprietor Norwich Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 14 

PP Rosert, Charing by Lead Merchant High 
Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 1 

Siateum, Rosert, Rhyl, Flints, Solicitor’s Clerk Bangor 
Pet Sept 27 Ord Nov 13 

Syow, Jouy, Leicester, Butcher Leicester Pet Nov 13 

Nov 14 

Srone, Wititiam Jouy, Balsall Fest oo Builder 
Birmingham Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 

TivkLer, ELien, Cossington, Leics, Widow Leicester Pet 
Oct 10 Ord Nov 14 

WerxserG, Jozi Gerson, Scrutton st, Curtain ri, Shore- 
ditch, Cabinet Maker High Court Pet Nov 15 Ord 
Nov 15 

Weston, Wiiu1am, Hinckley, Leics, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Oct 18 Pot Nov 14 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Scuuter, J. Orro, Hatton grdn, Goldsmith High Court 
Rec Ord Nov 28, 1887 Adjud Dec 29, 1887 Rese and 
Annul Nov 13 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 26.—Messrs. Epwixn Fox & Bousrietp, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Investments (see advertise- 
ment, Nov. 15, p. 46). 

Nov. 27.—Messrs. Futter, Horsey, Sons, & Cassext, at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold and Leasehold 
Properties (see advertisement, Nov. 15, p. 46). 





All letters ‘intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





The Subscription to the SoLictrors’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 283.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postaje. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experiencel in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in th: Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


AW.—Great Saving.—Abstracts Copied at 
Sixpence per sheet; Drafts, = and Briefs One 
Penny per folio; En hree Half-pence per 
folio net.—Kerr & Layuam, 3, Chishentonnente by 84, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE js) MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, ae iaee of London, &e. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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